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 The decision to implement magnet school programming in an individual building or on a 
district-wide basis requires the consideration of many factors. With all the research on the 
academic benefits, this paper explores some of the nonacademic factors that must be explored 
when creating or sustain magnet programming initiatives.  There are three separate articles, each 
addressing a different component to the magnet school process.  The first research brief covers 
the essential elements that must go into the planning and preparation process of adopting a 
magnet program.  It uses existing examples from successful magnet schools from around the 
United States.  The second paper examines the desegregation components of magnet 
programming through a district case study surrounding the historical desegregation initiatives 
and the impact on integration through the creation of magnet schools.  The third article addresses 
the impact of implementation on the educational culture and climate, specifically with regards to 
educator preparedness and satisfaction and how it relates to magnet sustainability.  The three 
articles are meant to serve as a resource for proactive efforts in the creation, implementation, and 











TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION……...……………………………………………………...1 
CHAPTER TWO: ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS IN MAGNET SCHOOL SUCCESS ….……….19 
CHAPTER THREE: CASE STUDY OF DESEGREGATION INITIATIVES IN A SMALL 
URBAN SCHOOL DISTRICT………………………………………………….………………45 
CHAPTER FOUR: SATISFACTION, PREPAREDNESS, AND IMPLMENTATION:  
CULTURE AND CLIMATE IN MAGNET SCHOOL CONVERSIONS…………...…………76 
CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION..…………………………………………………………...112 













CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
In 1968, the Civil Rights movement reached an empowering, exciting yet uncertain time 
for Blacks in America. Long-held discriminatory practices faced legal challenges, and legislation 
was being passed to end segregation (Rossell, 2005).  Cities all over America were witness to 
eruptions of protests from decades of racism and discrimination elevated by the death of Dr. 
Martin Luther King Jr. No one could have imagined that a small public school in the state of 
Washington would become an integral part of racial desegregation and educational history 
(Rossell, 2005). That fall, hoping to attract more white students to its predominately Black 
student population, McCarver Elementary School in Tacoma, Washington, implemented a policy 
that invited students from anywhere in the city to enroll in its building. In so doing, McCarver 
Elementary attempted to break the link between school assignments and residential location, 
becoming the nation’s first “magnet” school (Magnet Schools of America (MSA), 2021). 
Brief Review of Attempts to Integrate or Desegregate Schools 
The series of events that prompted the school to implement this innovative policy started 
over a decade earlier with the historic case of Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka in 1954. 
With this case, the Supreme Court recognized that separate but equal educational facilities for 
racial minorities were systemically unequal, violating the Equal Protection Clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment. The Supreme Court affirmed the “the segregation of public education 
based on race instilled a sense of inferiority that had a detrimental effect on the education and 
personal growth of African American children” (Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 
U.S. 483, 1954) hugely.  Since the Brown decision, desegregation efforts developed across the 
country, and school districts designed policies to address desegregation in various ways, both 
voluntary and mandatory, with varying success levels. According to Ayscue and Frankenburg 
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(2019), desegregation is the legal or political process, produced through court order or voluntary 
means, that addresses the ending of separation and isolation for different ethnic and racial 
groups.  In contrast, integration aligns with the social process of fair and equal treatment of other 
ethnic and racial groups within the desegregated environment and requires additional action 
beyond desegregation (Ayscue & Frankenburg, 2019). While integration may be the desired goal 
for some, desegregation was a more typical result—formal barriers became lifted, but segregated 
spaces still existed within schools; a school may be desegregated if a small number of a racial 
group enroll, even if it is not proportionate to the community or if Black students lack access to 
rigorous academic programs (Lewis, Diamond, & Forman, 2015).  
Even after the Brown decision, racial segregation remained prevalent within many school 
districts because of residential segregation. Students from predominantly white neighborhoods 
remained at mostly white schools, and students from Black communities remained at mainly 
Black schools. In response to residential segregation realities, busing became a significant part of 
school desegregation programs (Rossell, 2005).  DeWitt (2019) defines busing as “the practice of 
transporting students to schools within or outside their local school districts as a means of 
rectifying racial segregation” (p.21). Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education 
(1971) is the Supreme Court case that brought busing into the national conversation. Before the 
case, during the 1968-1969 school year, 14,000 Black students in Charlotte-Mecklenburg School 
District attended a school with at least a 99% Black student population.  The National 
Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) sued the district for not 
upholding Brown v. Board. After several years of litigation, the Swann decision resulted in 




Despite this landmark decision, busing did not have the desired impact on school 
integration or desegregation. According to Chen (2019), busing opponents, primarily white 
parents, claimed that they supported desegregation but were against using busing to achieve that 
purpose because they wanted their children to attend school close to home. The focus of the 
conversations became the location where children went to school. As some city districts moved 
to busing as a solution to segregation, white families began moving away from cities to 
surrounding racially homogenous (white) suburbs. Termed “white flight,’ this process supported 
opponents’ anti-bussing arguments—they suggested that if districts mandated bussing, white 
families would leave the district. Amos (2019) noted how this happened in Boston Public 
Schools, “Before busing began, the average black child in Boston attended a school that was 24 
percent white. By the mid-1990s, the proportion was 17 percent. Far from reducing racial 
isolation, busing had intensified it” (p.1). The arguments against bussing were many, including 
being too costly for school districts, taking away from local decision-making, and a detriment to 
neighborhood schools as a means of educating children in their home communities and thereby 
fostering a sense of pride and identity (Chen, 2019).  
 In addition to busing, another option resulting from Brown v. Board was the development 
of choice plans. According to Egalite and Wolf (2016),  
Public school choice takes a variety of forms, including “open enrollment,” magnet 
schools, and even inter-district choice. Public school choice shares common 
characteristics, the student must remain in a school in either the local district or a 




After the Brown decision, New Kent County Public Schools (Virginia) implemented a “freedom 
of choice” plan, where families could choose where they wanted their children to attend school. 
However, like busing, the choice plan did not lead to desegregation or integration of the schools. 
The school district did not prevent anyone from their choice or selected school; however, very 
few Black students and no white students voluntarily transferred. Under this policy, the parental 
choice did little more than maintain what had already been in place and continued a deeply 
segregated system (Frankenberg & Siegel-Hawley, 2008). As a result of the continued 
segregation, Black families brought an action against the school district to argue that it did not 
provide an adequate plan for desegregating. In a unanimous decision, Green v. County School 
Board (1968), the Supreme Court held that the “freedom of choice” plan was not a sufficient step 
to bring about a desegregated unitary school system.  
 While the freedom of choice plan might work in some situations, school districts must 
provide a more specific plan that works to dismantle segregated systems (Green v. County 
School Board, 1968).  Although busing and “school choice” started simultaneously to 
desegregate schools, magnet schools also became an alternate choice for some districts. Magnet 
schools emanated from policy efforts to combine school choice to pursue racial diversity and 
integration, not just desegregation (Rossell, 2005).  
Brief History of Magnet School Policy in the United States 
 Leading back to Tacoma, Washington, in 1968, McCarver Elementary School was the 
first school to implement a school enrollment policy to desegregate and reduce racial isolation. 
McCarver invited students throughout the city to enroll in their school regardless of residential 
boundaries or previously assigned schools. In other words, school leaders hoped to make the 
school a “magnet” that would attract a new student demographic, ideally attracting white 
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students to the predominately Black student body (Chen, 2019). The next year, in Boston, 
Massachusetts, the second school, William Monroe Trotter Elementary School, opened with 
similar plans and similar intentions. Located in Roxbury's traditionally low socio-economic and 
Black area, the school’s “magnet” offered a different organizational model that allowed students 
to progress through grades individually. The William Monroe Trotter School, advertised as an 
innovative showcase for new and cutting-edge teaching methods, specifically marketed the 
specialized curriculum, with glossy brochures and press releases to attract white children to 
attend school in a predominately Black neighborhood (Rossell, 2005).  
In 1971, Skyline High School was founded in Dallas, Texas, noted as the first “super” 
high school built around the concept of career strands. It is known as the earliest magnet high 
school and attracted students from many different races, income backgrounds, and 
neighborhoods all over the city. None of the schools carried the name of a magnet school but 
referred to themselves as “alternatives.” Simultaneously, a visual and performing arts school 
opened its doors in Houston, TX, describing itself as working like a “magnet” in attracting 
students. Hence, the term “Magnet School” came into existence (MSA, 2021). 
As magnet schools materialized across the United States, they became an alternative to 
bussing or choice plans as a way to desegregate predominately Black schools. They offered an 
alternative and less controversial plan for integrating the schools. Rossell (2005) explains, “In 
approving magnet-driven, voluntary desegregation programs, the courts seemed more than 
willing to accept reasonable alternatives to the forced dissolution of geography-based school 
assignments” (p.2).  According to Crouch (1999): 
The magnet school system is so beneficial because it provides incentives for both white 
and minority students because, unlike "forced busing," something is to be gained from 
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enrolling in a school across town. The serious detrimental act to desegregation efforts of 
white flight can be combated, and voluntary desegregation can be encouraged by locating 
the most affluent magnet schools, the highest demand programs with the highest budget, 
into minority neighborhoods (p.7). 
With the growing discord from failed desegregation attempts, federal and state agencies were 
eager to provide funding for these new innovative programs, giving magnet schools more 
marketing power by promoting highly funded educational options to inspire families to integrate 
schools voluntarily. As a result, most of the funding for magnet programming came from federal 
aid funding and desegregation court orders (Frankenberg & Siegel-Hawley, 2012). From 1972 to 
1981, under the federal Emergency School Aid Act, districts were eligible to receive funding to 
implement magnet schools that had the goal of providing an emergency school aid program and 
a categorical grant program to assist public school desegregation. 
 Over the past 40 years, different federal programs have supported magnet schools. In 
1985, federal support explicitly for magnet schools as a desegregation tool resumed with the 
Magnet Schools Assistance Program (MSAP) authorization, included in the Education for 
Economic Security Act (United States Department of Education, 2008). The program targeted 
districts aiming to further desegregation goals by providing funding for local educational 
agencies to implement policies and practices that aid in public schools' desegregation, including 
preventing, reducing, and eliminating minority group isolation. The new program now 
emphasized that magnet schools had to implement policies for desegregation and implement 
initiatives that focused on high-quality instruction and achievement to qualify for funds (United 
States Department of Education, 2021).   
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 With the creation of the federal Magnet Schools Assistance Program in 1984, the nation 
continued to witness a dramatic increase in magnet schools' development through the 1990s and 
into the 2000s, with more than 232 school districts implementing magnet school programming. 
More than half of the large urban school districts in the United States have used or continue to 
use magnet school initiatives to address desegregation (Frankenberg & Siegel-Hawley, 2012).   
Shifting Federal Priorities of Magnet Schools 
The Department of Education conducted three broad overviews in 1983, 1996, and 2003 
for Magnet Schools of America (MSA) awardees and magnet school initiatives.  The reviews 
conducted in 1983 and 1996 specifically examined the magnet programs' extent to address 
desegregation goals. In the first overview released in 1983, the Department of Education report 
stated that over 60% of magnets studied were “fully desegregated,” and the remaining magnet 
schools continued to report significant racial and ethnic diversity and desegregation (Blank, 
1983). It is important to note that this study occurred before the changes in desegregation laws 
and subsequent termination of desegregation plans authorized by the Supreme Court in the 1990s 
(Frankenberg & Siegel-Hawley, 2012).  The report published in 1996 started to show a shift in 
the desegregation priorities, showing only 42% of new magnet schools were working under clear 
desegregation initiatives (Steel & Eaton, 1996).  
The MSA study conducted in 2003 focused primarily on the academic achievement of 
magnet school students. With this focus, the study narrowed the research goals. It did not 
research desegregation goals, suggesting that priorities, at least at the federal level, had changed 
considerably. While the narrowing of research goals did not necessarily mean that the magnet 
programs themselves were no longer establishing desegregation goals, the failure to examine 
what had been a critical focus of the first two reports was indicative of changing values 
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(Frankenberg & Siegel-Hawley, 2012). The magnet school study conducted in 2003 made the 
shift in priorities even more evident by reporting only 57% of newly founded magnet schools 
had policies and practices that were combating segregation and racial isolation, while 43% 
experienced an increase in racial separation. The study explicitly cited the use of race-neutral 
admissions criteria, which do not expressly use race as a consideration for admissions, as a 
possible explanation for the fact that more than two-fifths of 1998 MSAP awardees reported 
rising levels of racial isolation (Christensen et al., 2003). 
According to the United States Department of Education Office of Innovation and 
Improvement 2004 report, the authorization of MSAP in 1985 had two significant intentions, (1) 
to provide initiatives and policies through magnet programming to combat the challenges of 
desegregation and (2) to provide quality instruction that would significantly enhance students’ 
knowledge and skills. While many districts continue to utilize magnet schools to increase racial 
diversity and reduce minority group segregation, magnet schools' priorities have continued to 
experience evolution and expansion. As a result, the expectations for magnet school 
programming have expanded. School districts now use magnet schools to address a wide range 
of purposes, including enhancing student learning through the thematic curriculum, providing 
parents with more educational choices, reducing racial disparities in student outcomes, and 
piloting innovative instructional practices that could benefit all students (U.S. Department of 
Education, Office of Innovation, and Improvement, 2004). 
Enduring Questions about Magnet Schools in the 21st Century 
 Magnet schools have come to address many purposes, initiatives, and challenges within a 
school district. The theory that emerged at the inception of magnet schools as a tool for 
desegregation was to have a school that was so unique, so diverse, so “magnetic” that families 
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from all racial and ethnic backgrounds would be drawn to enroll regardless of location or 
neighborhood (Rossell, 2005). The magnet school would be an educational environment that 
offered a particular theme and curriculum that would not be available in other areas. Magnet 
schools were expected to create the foundation of systemic education reforms, challenging the 
academic content, and reach high achievement standards, leading many magnet schools to 
become more competitive in their educational role (Howard, 2014). However, these expectations 
have not been met. Within some districts, students of color have become the majority across all 
public schools, and many urban neighborhoods have been losing increasing numbers of middle 
and upper-class students of all races and ethnicities to private and parochial schools or 
surrounding suburbs, increasing socioeconomic segregation (U.S. Department of Education, 
Office of Innovation and Improvement, 2004). With the added array of shifted policy priorities 
and purposes that have become attached to MSAP funding, the previous emphasis on reducing, 
preventing, and eliminating minority group isolation has taken a back seat to other systemic 
academic initiatives (Betts et al., 2015).  
Magnet School Assistance Program (MSAP) grantee obligations now include federal 
mandates designed to pilot and support innovative classroom programs and teacher practices, 
assist in developing policies for systemic reform, and enable all students to meet high academic 
standards. Frakenberg & DeBray-Pelot (2011) explain, “While these new priorities may be 
linked to measurable student outcomes and monitored school progress, we argue that the 
desegregation aims of MSAP stand as scaffolding to support these related academic goals” (p. 
232). Fundamentally, the foundation of the magnet school program that was initially designed to 
address the challenges of segregation has experienced a shift towards a mechanism for 
showcasing academic excellence warping the original intent of MSAP grants. 
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 The United States Secretary of Education in 2010 made amendments to the regulations 
applicable for MSAP grantees.  The most significant change came in removing the provisions 
regarding the definition of “minority group isolation” (MGI) and school districts' requirement to 
use binary racial classifications or divide people into light and dark skin categories. The new 
modifications allowed school districts to develop their interpretations of MGI. These changes 
gave districts the ability to identify racially isolated groups based on their own MGI definitions 
and to set targets for their objectives and performance measures. These definitions and goals 
could be modified based on the specific conditions that existed within the racial/ethnic makeup 
of the community, school, and neighborhoods, projected change in demographics, and access to 
transportation (Walton & Ford, 2014). 
In 2014, The Magnet Schools Assistance Program Technical Assistance Center (MSAP 
Center) gathered and analyzed data to evaluate 2010 MSAP grantees’ performance outcomes on 
two critical goals: academic achievement and preventing, reducing, or eliminating minority 
groups isolation (MGI). The study found that 33.4% of the grantees in Year 3 met their targets 
for MGI goals and initiatives, leaving over 66% without success for their performance goals for 
MGI.  Those percentage rates fell 13% from a year before when less than 50% met their MGI 
targets.  Walton & Ford (2014) report,  
Even though grantees could now define MGI and, based on their definitions, determine 
their MGI enrollment targets, many schools were prohibited from using race/ethnicity to 
select and assign students. Also, grantees struggled with local contexts, such as budget 
cuts to transportation or highly competitive school choice markets, which affected their 
ability to achieve desired student enrollments during the grant years. (p.1-2).  
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The research on the impact of magnet schools on student achievement is mixed.  A report by the 
Institute of Metropolitan Opportunity in 2014 explains,  
Empirical studies have concluded that magnet school students outperform their peers in 
traditional public schools in test scores. Studies have shown magnet schools to increase 
student achievement, student motivation, school satisfaction, teacher motivation and 
morale, and parent satisfaction. (p.4)   
However, there have also been studies that indicate little difference between magnet schools and 
traditional public schools regarding student achievement. One study by Esposito (2010) analyzed 
data for 12,000 students taken in 2002 from the Educational Longitudinal Study, a nationally 
representative sample of students attending 920 schools. He found that traditional public school 
students scored marginally higher in mathematics in tenth and twelfth grades. Esposito (2010) 
said that approximately three to six percent of the individual test score variance attributed to the 
type of school and concluded that changing school practices instead of school types might lead to 
more successful school improvement efforts. 
 The lack of strong evidence of academic excellence for students of color and the research 
showing that magnet schools, overall, are not integrated educational environments lead to several 
enduring questions. When understanding the purpose of this paper, several items to be addressed 
include: 1. How can a three-article dissertation help school leaders with decisions and planning 
relating to magnet programs?  2. What areas of magnet policy implementation need to be 
explored to guide the process? 3. How can a three-article dissertation provide useful information 





Purpose of this Dissertation 
While much has been written about magnet schools in the United States, various research 
avenues are needed to develop nuanced understandings of what magnet schools look like on the 
ground. Several related factors need to be examined when implementing substantial changes in 
policy, curriculum, and the school's learning environment. This dissertation explores three 
unique but interrelated aspects of magnet school implementation through a three-article 
dissertation format to explore some of these factors. 
The three-article dissertation, also known as the three-paper dissertation, has been 
established to provide three journal worthy papers based around one primary theme.  It is 
intended to be a more useful development of knowledge around an educational topic that can be 
directly applied to the educator's practice. The three-article format aligns with the goals and 
objectives for this type of study. A three-article dissertation examining various aspects of magnet 
school programming aligns to the Carnegie Project on the Educational Doctorate’s (n.d.) six 
guiding principles for doctoral work, as this dissertation  
1. It is framed around equity, ethics, and social justice questions to bring about solutions to 
complex practice problems. 
2. Prepares leaders who can construct and apply knowledge to make a positive difference in 
the lives of individuals, families, organizations, and communities. 
3. It provides opportunities for candidates to develop and demonstrate collaboration and 
communication skills to work with diverse communities and build partnerships. 
4. It provides field-based opportunities to analyze problems of practice and use multiple 
frames to develop meaningful solutions. 
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5. It is grounded in and develops a professional knowledge base that integrates practical and 
research knowledge that links theory with systematic inquiry. 
6. Emphasizes the generation, transformation, and use of professional knowledge and 
practice. 
Each of the three articles is written as a complete paper, prepared to be submitted to a journal. 
The intended audience for all three articles is a practitioner audience, those considering the 
implementation of magnet programming within their school or district who are looking to 
proactively address the nonacademic elements that accompany magnet school initiatives. The 
first article is a research brief on current magnet school models, with an emphasis on the success 
and challenges of different models.  The paper is designed as a research brief and provides a 
summary of magnet programming essential elements based on a review of existing literature, 
analysis of successful programs, and recommendations for policy implementation that exemplify 
the factors in creating and sustaining a successful magnet school initiative. The second article is 
a case study to chronicle the progression of desegregation policies, initiatives, and programs 
implemented in a small urban school district.  The article integrates the city's historical 
development and how that history defined and influenced racial tensions and dynamics that came 
into play around the district's desegregation efforts.  The third article addresses teachers’ 
perspectives and the impact on the building culture and climate on magnet policy 
implementation at two different elementary schools in the same small urban school district. It is 
an empirical investigation of teacher involvement and satisfaction in magnet programming as 
their schools go through the magnet conversion process.  The third article is in press with the 
peer-reviewed journal, Education and Urban Society. 
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The three papers are meant to be used for reference and proactive examination of 
nonacademic implications for a district contemplating a magnet program implementation. Each 
of these papers reflects an area of importance to review when implementing a magnet school 
policy and curriculum and will reflect an overall view of some critical components to consider 
when evaluating the potential for adoption of these models. The three articles combined will 
provide an overview of the nonacademic effects for consideration when deciding on a magnet 
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CHAPTER TWO: ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS IN MAGNET SCHOOL SUCCESS 
Introduction 
 Is your school district considering adopting a magnet school program?  You are not 
alone. Over the past 50 years, magnet school initiatives have expanded into the most extensive 
public school choice system in the United States, with 4,340 schools educating more than 3.5 
million students nationwide (Magnet Schools of America, 2021). The two original goals of 
magnet programming were curricular innovation and racial integration.  By offering innovative 
themes and learning models, the program serves as a "magnet" to attract a diverse set of students 
and promote desegregation in districts with residential segregation.   
 Magnet schools were developed in the late 1960s as an option to traditional and racially 
segregated schools. In describing the purpose of magnet schools, the U.S. Department of 
Education (2021) explains, "While fostering student diversity as a path to equitable education 
remains the prime reason districts start a magnet program, as already noted, magnet schools have 
matured in practice to become much more than remedial tools for desegregation" (p. 7). Magnet 
schools differ from private or charter schools because they remain a part of the local public 
school district.  
 It can help you learn from other school districts about implementing successful magnet 
programming as you move ahead with your planning. The Department of Education's Office of 
Innovation and Improvement (2008) explains, "By researching successful magnet programs and 
schools, by finding out what themes have been successful elsewhere, a district, and any school 
that wishes to become a magnet can often avoid having to "reinvent the wheel." (p.7). The 
purpose of this research brief is to provide a summary of magnet programming essential 
elements based on a review of existing literature, analysis of successful programs, and 
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recommendations for policy implementation that exemplify the factors in creating and sustaining 
a successful magnet school initiative. Following these steps can help understand and have been 
successful and sustainable in other magnet programs and could be applicable as a guide when 
developing a new initiative for a school or district.   
Establishing Essential Elements 
 Despite differences in wording, there are multiple similarities in what the literature 
reveals to be essential or core elements for a successful magnet program.  Three primary 
documents are referenced here: 
• Magnet Schools of America (MSA, 2021) identifies five pillars as the foundation for 
successful magnet schools, including diversity, innovative curriculum and professional 
development, academic excellence, high-quality instructional systems, and family and 
community partnerships  
• U.S. Department of Education (DOE, 2021) suggests five elements for successfully 
starting a magnet program, including choosing appealing and sustainable themes, 
selecting and developing quality staff, cultivating community resources, defining 
specialized roles, and building district support  
• Magnet School Development Framework's six elements including leadership and 
management, communication, data use, theme integration, professional development, 
and sustainability, including diversity and equity, enrollment management, curriculum 
and instruction, family engagements, and partnerships (Walton et al., 2018 p. 6-7).   
With these documents as the primary references, several themes emerge as five essential 
elements for a successful magnet program (see Figure 1): innovative curriculum and instruction, 
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human resources, leadership, addressing issues of racial equity, and family resources and 
community partnerships. 
Figure 1: Essential Elements One Page Information Graphic 





• appealing and sustainable themes
• original and engaging curriculum
• high-quality instruction systems 
Human 
Resources 
• selecting, developing, and sustaining quality staff
• robust and relevant professional development
• communication between stakeholders
Leadership
• building level support from the principal
• specific management for the magnet program
• support from central office 
Addressing Issues 
of Racial Equity 
• desegregation and equity initiatives that aim to  
provide school choice and increase student 
population diversity




• partnerships with local community organizations
• authentic family engagement opportunities 
• community integration into the magnet program 
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Innovative Curriculum and Instruction 
 Each magnet school has the unique opportunity 
to develop a schoolwide specialized theme. That theme 
drives the school's curriculum, instruction, professional 
development, and culture and climate.  The theme 
represents the school, and the theme is often 
incorporated into the school name. When choosing a 
magnet program theme, a good motto to remember is 
"Research and Reach Out." Research the district's 
current and existing data, including demographics, 
school performance, capacity, and culture and climate 
inventories to determine the need for and potential 
sustainability for a magnet program.  Once focus areas 
have been identified, there is a need to Reach Out to 
families and communities. 
Detailing the Research and Reach Out methods, Walton et al. (2018) explains, 
To determine which themes will be attractive and meet the community's needs and 
desires, magnet leaders often engage in conversations with parents, students, educators, 
and community members. They can examine family demand for existing magnet themes 
or programs in local or similar communities to gauge their attractiveness level. (p.8) 
The selection of an in-demand, sustainable, relevant, and contemporary theme provides 
enthusiasm for teachers, students, parents, and the community. However, even the most exciting 
Example:      
Alexandria, Virginia 
U.S. News and World 
Report (2020) released the 
top ten magnet high 
schools in the United 
States and the number one 
school is Thomas 
Jefferson High School for 
Science and Technology in 
Alexandria, Virginia.  The 
theme for this secondary 
magnet school is clearly 
stated within the name of 
the school. As a result, the 
high school is known for 
implementing the best 
instructional practices 
focusing on innovation 
with science and the use of 





and promising themes must be grounded in 
educational goals and objectives that will shape 
the curriculum and keep the magnet program 
sustainable.  
  
Walton and Ford (2014) identified six main 
magnet programming themes from 151 schools 
in their 2014 Grantee Data Analysis Report on 
MSAP funded schools containing: 
• 5% foreign language and cultural studies 
• 7% career and technical 
• 11% college preparation or leadership 
• 17% International Baccalaureate 
• 22% arts and humanities 
•  38% science, technology, engineering, 
and math (STEM) 
Once the theme is established, the next focus 
should be on building a curriculum that reflects 
the magnet theme. Wang et al. (2017) explain: 
 In some schools, the magnet theme is 
woven into core content classes (typically in 
elementary schools). In contrast, in other 
schools, the theme is  only evident in elective 
Example:  Hot Springs, 
Arkansas 
The significance of parental 
involvement in the planning 
process has been exemplified in 
Hot Springs, Arkansas.  The 
magnet program started in Hot 
Springs in the year 2000, and 
before its development, the school 
district had been losing students 
at the rate of about 100 per year, 
resulting in a decrease of the 
student population from 6,000 to 
2,800 in just over 30 years. The 
creation and development of the 
magnet programs have helped to 
reverse that trend, and today the 
Hot Springs School District 
serves more than 3,500 students, 
and of that student population, 
3,300 attend a magnet school 
(DOE, 2008). According to a 
report released from the 
Department of Education's Office 
of Innovation and Improvement, 
the district credits its success to 
having the magnet themes 
supported by the families and 
community, through the use of 
surveys and focus groups, asking 
what types of programs they were 
interested in for their children and 
what factors might prompt them 
to move their children away from 
their neighborhood school and 
using survey results, along with 
other information, to create 
school themes; it also used the 
results to inform its marketing 
effort for the program (2006, 




courses or extracurricular activities (typically in high schools). With the diverse populations 
present in current classrooms, providing an integrated curriculum that is relevant to students' 
interests, backgrounds, and experiences can be valuable (p. 161). 
 Curriculum and instruction, although separate educational concepts are frequently 
designed interdependently.  Walton et al. (2018) suggests,  
 "In magnet schools, curricular and instructional approaches should be the theme and 
 evidence-based; interdisciplinary and dynamic; rigorous and relevant; and tailored to the  
 needs, interests, and talents of the individual learners to ensure equitable academic 
 success for all students" (p.7).  
 By taking a collaborative approach to the specifics of developing the magnet theme, curriculum 
development and integration, and instructional practices, magnet teaching, and learning can 
become an organic process that can happen at any part of the educational day in school culture 
and climate that embraces that curriculum and essential instructional elements for magnet 
program success.  To accomplish this goal, it is crucial to focus on human resources or the 
people responsible for implementing the magnet program. 
 
Guiding Questions for the Leadership Team: 
1. How will you "Research and Reach Out" in your district to ensure a diverse community 
of stakeholder involvement? 
2. How will you work to ensure teachers buy into and support the theme? 






 Even the best themes and most careful curriculum planning could fail without the 
teachers' dedication and commitment to implement the instruction.  Even the most promising 
initiatives depend on what happens as individuals act on them. Programs get transformed, 
reshaped, and adapted as individuals interpret, engage, and respond to them (Jiang, Sporte, & 
Luppesce, 2015). A teacher's understanding and reaction to a new magnet program depend on 
their preexisting knowledge and perceptions, as well as their engagement and buy-in (Coburn, 
2005). Teachers may comply but exert little effort to engage in the spirit of the reform, while 
others may think they are implementing a change with fidelity but not be doing so (Cohen, 
1990). When looking at the human resources for a magnet program, identifying the educators 
within the conducive school culture and climate with high teacher engagement and support can 
help with a successful implementation. 
 A common challenge for maintaining a sustainable magnet program is the high turnover 
rate for teachers that can be attributed to the increased demands placed on the teachers, 
especially if there is specialized training needed around a particular theme. (Ayscue, et al., 
2017). By involving teachers in the magnet school's planning and design, teachers have a greater 
voice in decisions, take greater ownership over those decisions, and, therefore, invest more in 
their implementation (Murphy, 1991). Communication and collaboration are essential for magnet 
programming success; even from the initial planning periods, there must clear and consistent 
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communication (Schmidt & Datnow, 2005).  Magnet 
schools shift the work of teachers. The DOE Office of 
Innovation and Improvement (2006) explains: 
 Successful magnet programs help their schools 
break from tradition and eliminate these barriers. These 
districts and their schools have been creative in 
rethinking and restructuring time for teachers to work 
together and with experts to implement their themes. 
Faculty meetings are  recast to get the most out of them, 
and available professional development time is 
structured to make it serve schoolwide goals (p.25) 
From the lens of human resources, essential elements to 
take into account include culture and climate 
assessments, communication and transparency, high-
quality professional development, and the appreciation 
and use of time. Taken together, these elements promote 
a collaborative environment supporting the magnet 
theme curriculum. Leaders are wise to pay attention to 
the social and structural conditions of teachers' work, 
their networks, and their relationships with school 
leadership (Spillane & Zeuli, 1998). For example, 
Coburn (2005) found that principals influence teachers 




Tennessee started its 
magnet school 
programming in the 1980s. 
Still, it began to see 
success following the 1997 
merger of the Hamilton 
County School System and 
the Chattanooga, 
Tennessee, City School 
System. The district credits 
its success with magnet 
school programming to its 
human resources, 
professional development, 
and time use. For its 
magnet schools, the district 
looks for educators capable 
of establishing a culture 
and climate based on 
collaboration, engaged, 
committed, hard-working, 
and receptive to multiple 
ways to support teachers' 
professional development. 
Using outside expertise is 
common for a magnet 
school's professional 
development needs, 
particularly when it is 
aligned with the 
integration of theme and 
curriculum and instruction. 
However, some magnet 
schools drive their 
professional development 




participating with teachers to establish the social constructions most essential for understanding 
the implementation and specific needs of a magnet school initiative.  In that respect, the 
leadership of the magnet program is another vital element for success. 
  
Human Resources Guiding Questions: 
1. What human resources need to be in place 
before and during the magnet planning and 
implementation? 
2. What supports can help with teacher "buy-in"? 
3. How might the current state of climate and 
culture within the building influence the success 
of magnet implementation? 
Leadership 
 Effective leadership and management are 
essential for driving the magnet program's 
implementation, sustaining the program, shaping the 
magnet school culture, and ensuring efficient use of 
resources to achieve magnet objectives and student 
outcomes. Leithwood (2006) suggests: 
 Leadership emerged as one of the most 
important working conditions for teachers, with 
significant effects on teachers' most internal states. 




Duval County Public 
Schools, serving 
Jacksonville, Florida, 
sustained two magnet high 
schools since the 1980s. 
Demand for admission to 
Duval's magnet schools 
has steadily increased, 
resulting in an extensive 
waiting list each year.  
District representatives 
have identified a critical 
aspect with influential 
leaders who have 
committed to the magnet 
theme and embrace the 
program with all of the 
challenges that are 
essential to sustainability. 
Duval County's magnet 
coordinator is a leadership 
position of support for 
magnet school principals 
assisting with marketing, 
recruitment, 
communication, and 
program development and 




identified quite specific leadership practices that contribute positively to teachers' feelings, as 
well as to their performance in the school and classroom (p.85). 
 The leadership team, including the building level administration, instructional leaders, 
and central office administrators, oversee the strategic management of student enrollment, 
finding evidence evidence-based solutions for creating academically rigorous, theme integrated 
curriculum and instruction that engage students' backgrounds and experiences and promote the 
magnet school goals, equitable student outcomes, and learner-centered instruction (Walton et al., 
2018). Ayscue et al. (2016) explain: 
 Magnet program leaders must be the example; remaining committed to and passionate 
about the magnet's mission, and vision is also vital for sustaining success. Magnets have 
addressed this by revisiting their vision and reviewing their  activities to align with their goals. If 
the school's needs have changed, they have  considered revising the mission and vision (p.16). 
  Each specific magnet program requires purposeful thought and attention. Depending on 
the specialized theme, the school might require on-site experts, such as an instructional coach or 
curriculum coordinator. A district with several magnet schools may have someone serve as 
magnet coordinator in each school, serving as influential instructional leaders and sharing some 
administrative responsibilities with the building principals, who, in addition to their traditional 
administrative duties, must add significant transition and sustainability expectations for the 
magnet program's managerial aspects.  
 No matter what the leadership position entails, Ayscue et al. (2016) suggest that the 
magnet leaders create an environment where the leaders learn with the teachers and engage in 
transparent communication frequently, obtaining input from teachers regarding the school's 
current needs and plans (p.17). Leaders must plan with long-term success and sustainability in 
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mind.  The magnet leadership team can accomplish this by proactively incorporating structures 
and processes that address teacher buy-in, involvement, engagement, effective professional 
development, specific positions, support, and commitment to its mission and vision. 
 
Leadership Guiding Questions: 
1. What will be the leadership structure for the magnet school, at both the building and 
district level? 
2. How will magnet principals be supporting in developing magnet-specific skills, 
knowledge, and dispositions?  
 
Racial Equity 
 The theory behind magnet schools as a desegregation tool is a theory of attraction. The 
draw, or appeal, is to create a school so appealing and distinct as an educational option not 
available in other schools. It serves as a magnet to attract a diverse student and family population 
from all parts of the community (DOE, 2021). Due to magnet schools not being limited to school 
attendance zones, which often reflect residential segregation, magnets can be used to attract 
students of different races across traditional school boundaries, reducing racial isolation and 
increasing student body diversity (Bifulco, Cobb, & Bell, 2009; Davis, 2014).  
 Communication is essential to recruit and retain a racially diverse student body. "If 
families aren't aware of a magnet school opportunity, they can't choose it for their child. 
Conducting outreach and disseminating information to a wide range of families is a critical 
component of recruiting a diverse student body" (Ayscue, et al., 2016, p. 18).  If your goal is for 
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families to choose your school, that requires some marketing, primarily if the magnet program is 
located in a part of the district that some parents or teachers may believe to be less desirable.  
 Racial equity strategies should be intentional and integral to the magnet school. Equity 
denotes fairness in the implementation of policies and the allocation of resources. An essential 
element within magnet programming is explicit 
policies that accentuate racial equity goals. For 
magnets to successfully desegregate AND integrate, 
critical aspects of school design need to include 
sustainable diversity goals. An attractive theme can be 
amplified by lottery-based admissions, extensive 
marketing, outreach, and free transportation to create a 
racially diverse student body (Wang, Schweig & 
Herman, 2017). Gutierrez & Ngounou (2021) explain 
 It's critical for leaders not only to express their 
own views and grow their willingness and capacity to 
host difficult conversations but also to amplify the 
voices of students, parents, and community members, 
who should be partners in naming concerns and 
defining solutions. When education leaders make 
serious efforts to amplify youth, family, and 
community voice, their legitimate calls for equity can 
more easily be heard  and actualized. (para. 7). 
Example: Duval 
County Public School 
Providing students with free 
and accessible transit is 
essential for families to 
convert a theoretical choice 
into a realistic option 
(Koedel, Betts, Rice, & Zau, 
2009).  Duval County Public 
Schools have a goal to 
provide transportation to 
any magnet school from 
anywhere within the 850-
square mile school district 
requiring a considerable 
busing system, complicated 
by the river that runs 
through the area, restricting 
the possible routes to get a 
student from home to the 
magnet school of choice.  
Duval tackled this challenge 
by maximizing its available 
buses by routes, combining 
schools that are 
geographically close and 
also creating school "hubs" 
where students can take one 
route to a "hub" school to 
catch another bus to their 
magnet school (DOE Office 
of Innovation and 




The admissions process is vital to the desegregation initiatives of the magnet program.  In an 
analysis of a non-random sample of 236 magnet programs, Siegel-Hawley & Frankenberg (2013) 
found that the magnet programs that had explicit diversity goals, open enrollment, and lotteries 
for admission procedures produced the most substantial levels of desegregation. Also, they 
suggested that the magnets that used competitive criteria for admissions such as grade point 
averages, standardized test scores, or auditions were less likely to be desegregated than the 
admission criteria based on interviews or essays.  During the planning stages of a magnet 
program, it is essential to establish the desegregation and equity goals for admissions and design 
how to meet the needs in the best possible way. 
 Another important consideration will be the transportation needs of the families who 
choose the magnet school. This is particularly important for families that lack the resources to 
get their children to programs that may be a considerable distance from their home neighborhood 
(Tefera et al., 2011). Transportation must be provided for these families to ensure racial 
diversity. Perovich and Wells (2005) suggest an awareness of choice options as critical and may 
require special outreach to communities that lack access to traditional networks. A purposeful 
outreach plan can support a diverse group of students and families with information on the 
choices. Effective outreach takes on multiple forms, including print, online, online, and 
providing information in languages other than English, to recruit a diverse student body 
(Dougherty et al., 2013). 
 Many issues can affect the racial diversity of the student population. However, this brief 
only scratches the surface by providing suggestions and examples on tackling some of the 
obstacles in creating diversity within a magnet school. Without each of these crucial external 
elements in place, either the families with the most resources and information will have 
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disproportionate access to the magnet school, families will not be able to choose the magnet 
school due to admissions or transportation hindrance, or those same families will avoid the 
school altogether. (Ayscue & Siegel-Hawley, 2019).  
 
Racial Equity Guiding Questions: 
1. What are the racial equity goals for the magnet program? 
2. What steps will be made to address the needs of minoritized students directly? 
3. How might the community's racial history inform the goals and implementation of the 
magnet program? 
 
Family and Community Partnerships 
 Family and community partnerships are essential for a magnet program. They offer a 
sense of shared ownership and support between schools and the students and families they serve.  
Parent involvement enriches students' educational experience and partnering with the community 
provides students with real-world skills designed to enhance a theme integrated educational 
environment (DOE, 2008). The relationships must be rooted in respect, communication, 
transparency, engagement, respect, and trust.  
Mhoon (2007) suggests "Generally speaking, the more intentional parents are about selecting a 
school, the more involved they are in the education process. Greater parental involvement 
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strengthens schools. Magnets are opt-in programs 
for families outside of the normal zone, so they 
tend to have a higher proportion of intentional 
families than a traditional public school (p.2). 
Magnet programs must take purposeful steps to 
ensure that the parents see themselves as equal 
partners in their children's education. They need to 
ensure that leaders consistently communicate with 
families about the progress of the implementation 
of the theme and curriculum, parent involvement 
opportunities, and community partnerships. (DOE, 
2004). 
According to the DOE Office of Innovation 
and Improvement (2004), "The family-school 
partnership is effective in producing positive and 
equitable student outcomes" (p.30).  Activities that 
help establish family-school relationships include: 
• Providing a parent liaison and other 
trained staff to engage with families who 
do not participate in "traditional" parent 
involvement activities 
Example: Borton Magnet 
School in Tucson, 
Arizona 
Borton Magnet School in 
Tucson, Arizona (2020) 
promotes a policy that parents 
and families have the right to be 
involved as learners, teachers, 
decision-makers, supporters, 
and advocates for their children.  
Their system is based on Dr. 
Joyce Epstein's six types of 
parental involvement (2016) 
This framework assists 
educators in developing school 
and family partnership 
programs and includes activities 
to:  
- Help all families establish 
home environments to support 
children as students.  
-Design effective forms of 
school-to-home and home-to-
school communications about 
school programs and children's 
progress.  
-Recruit and organize parent 
help and support.  
-Provide information and ideas 
to families about how to help 
students at home with 
homework and other 
curriculum-related activities, 
decisions, and planning.  
-Include families as participants 
in school decisions and develop 
parent leaders and 
representatives.  
-Coordinate resources and 
services from the community 
for families, students, and the 
school, and provide services to 




• Offer workshops to teachers and parents on topics of mutual interest to form a sense of 
collaboration   
• Offer events for families focused on theme-based learning activities and social-
emotional development at school  
• Supply community resources for the parents  
• Provide information for students and families on community health, cultural, 
recreational, and social support 
• Disseminate information on community activities that link to learning skills and talents 
(Epstein, 2016). 
 Leaders need to ensure that families have multiple opportunities to participate in the 
planning, developing, and sustaining of the magnet program alongside educators. The family-
school partnership models lifelong learning for students that maintains their enthusiasm for 
education. Continuous review of data ensures family-school partnerships contribute to magnet 
school success. (Walton et al., 2018) 
 The benefits of partnering with community stakeholders lead to the collaborative 
development of activities that strengthen learning and build relationships for the community 
partner and school staff, students, families, and community members. The partner organizations 
have a vested interest in the magnet program, advocating for the school and students to foster 
equitable and lifelong learning and career opportunities. Walton et al. (2018) explain, "The 
organization-school partnership is an integral part of the school governance and culture, creating 
a collective school identity" (p.7).  
Family & Community Partnerships Guiding Questions: 
1. What systems of support need to be in place for parents and families? 
35 
 
2. How can you build and sustain community partnerships? 
3. What opportunities can you create to engage all members of your school community in 
authentic partnership? 
Recommendations 
 As your district moves forward with implementing a magnet program, consider these 
recommendations: 
Innovative Curriculum and Instruction 
1. When you choose a theme, reach out to all stakeholders in the community. 
2. Integrate the theme with the district's curriculum. Make sure you provide enough PD for 
teachers to do this.  
3. Give teachers multiple opportunities to combine content areas, maintain relevance to 
student experiences, support social-emotional and academic learning through innovative 
use of the content, and provide resources and expertise within the community. 
 
Human Resources 
1. Teachers must be included in the magnet program's planning, and leaders should 
identify a conducive school culture and climate with teacher engagement and support 
that can help with a successful implementation. 
2. Giving teachers ownership in decision and planning can involve their expertise and 
add to teacher buy-in than those made solely by administrators who are further 
removed from students. 
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3. Communication, collaboration, and accountability are essential for magnet 
programming success; there must be clear and transparent communication from the 
initial planning periods. 
4. Teachers should be educators capable of establishing a culture and climate based on 
collaboration, engaged, committed, hard-working, and receptive to multiple ways to 
support teachers' professional development. 
 
Leadership 
1. Leadership must be a team effort with collaboration from the school, district, and 
community levels.  
2.  The leaders must consider the use of time, resources, professional development, and 
theme to guide the magnet mission and vision and the implementation and sustainability. 
3. The optimal environment is where the leaders take a learning role with the teachers, 
communicate with transparency frequently, and regularly seek input on the current and 
future needs.  
4. Leaders must plan with long-term success and sustainability in mind.   
The magnet leadership team can accomplish this by proactively incorporating structures 
and processes that address teacher buy-in, involvement, and engagement, effective 
professional development, specific positions and supports, and commitment to the 
school's mission and vision. 
Diversity and Equity 
1. Diversity and equity strategies must be intentional and integral to the magnet school. 
2. Explicit policies should be in place to maximize diversit6y and equity goals.  
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3. Strategies include researching and evaluating admissions procedures to establish the best 
fit for the district's needs, addressing transportation issues, and making them parent-
friendly to avoid removing a choice based on transportation.  
 
Family and Community Partnerships 
1. Shared ownership is a goal for establishing Family and Community Partnerships because 
of the support of a mutual goal.   
2. Parent involvement enriches the educational experience for students and partnering with 
the community provides students with the real-world skills designed to enhance a theme 
integrated educational environment.  
3. The relationships built between the magnet school and the families must be rooted in 
respect, communication, transparency, engagement, respect, and trust that will enhance 
student learning and academic and social-emotional development to create positive 
impacts on student attitudes and motivation.  
4. Community stakeholder's involvement in magnet programming can produce equitable 
learning opportunities and outcomes for students. 
 
Additional Recommendations 
 The evaluation of the magnet implementation and sustainability should include both 
formative and summative assessments to provide regular feedback to the district on the 
effectiveness of program implementation and continued development in meeting program 
objectives and performance measures.  MSAP provides federal evaluators for annual evaluations 
but local evaluation should be continual, including a research-based impact study that uses a to 
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evaluate connections between the implementation of the magnet curriculum component and 
relevant outcomes presented within the essential elements. The evaluation design should guide 
data collection from multiple sources and stakeholder groups to provide feedback and findings to 
examine several overarching guiding questions (Champaign Unit 4, 2017). 
 School districts considering magnet school implementation as a tool for desegregation or 
integration must be cognizant that there will be political and social aspects to consider.  Goldring 
& Smrekar (2002) explain:  
 Since 1975, when federal courts accepted magnet schools as a method of desegregation in 
 Morgan v. Kerrigan (421 US 963), their number has increased dramatically. By the 1991-
 92 school year, more than 1.2 million students were enrolled in magnet schools in 230 
 school  districts. During the 1999-2000 school year there were more than 1,372 magnet 
 schools across the United States. Magnet schools are typically established in urban 
 school districts with enrollments of more than 10,000. According to the U.S. Department 
 of Education, 53 percent of large urban districts include magnet school pro- grams as part 
 of their desegregation plans, as compared with only 10 percent of suburban districts. 
 (p.13) 
It is important to consider the political climate and social concerns that can sometimes be 
associated with the implementation of magnet programming.  This is particularly true when 
dealing with magnet initiatives for desegregation within a school district.  When in the planning 
and preparation phase, it is recommended to understand the political and social environment that 
will play host to the magnet conversion. 
 While implementing a magnet program is a complex task, this research brief has offered 
a starting point based on five essential elements of successful magnet schools. It is not an all-
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encompassing handbook for magnet implementation. However, you can use these suggestions as 
a start and read more about successful magnet programs across the United States featured here.  
If you are committed to advancing racial equity and increased student learning, magnet programs 
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CHAPTER THREE: CASE STUDY OF DESEGREGATION INITIATIVES IN A SMALL 
URBAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 
Introduction 
 W.E.B. DuBois (1903) declared at the beginning of the twentieth century, "The problem 
of the twentieth century is the problem of the color line" (p.41).  The concept of the color line 
refers to the symbolic and geographic line that distinguishes between opportunities and 
advantages of white Americans and those of Americans of color. 
Since schools reflect society (Dewey, 1907), one of the most significant color line 
manifestations is school segregation.  Through decades of legal and political struggles to 
desegregate, schools in the United States still face the challenge of segregation that Du Bois 
lamented decades ago. In part because of racialized housing policies and practices, white 
children and children of color often live in different communities leading to segregated schools. 
Policies and practices meant that white children and children of color often attend school in 
segregated classrooms (Rothstein, 2014). 
Exploring the legal landscape that helped define segregation and desegregation, there 
becomes a distinct difference in definitions that are important for analyzing this paper.  
According to Ayscue and Frankenberg (2016), "Desegregation" refers to a legal or political 
process of ending the separation and isolation of different racial and ethnic groups" (p.1).  If 
segregation is the separation of people based on racial differences, then desegregation applies to 
the legal avenues forged by the preexisting and current systems to remedy segregation. In 
comparison, Ayscue and Frankenberg (2016) suggest that "integration" refers to a social process 
in which members of different racial and ethnic groups experience fair and equal treatment 
within a desegregated environment. Integration requires further action beyond desegregation" (p. 
1).  The creation and sustainability of desegregation are not adequate for achieving integration, 
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which occurs through a comprehensive and deliberate structuring of classrooms and learning 
environments. The distinction remains an important one, as the two terms are frequently 
referenced synonymously yet suggest a linear progression where desegregation efforts must be a 
prerequisite for integration. Throughout this paper, the term desegregation is intentionally used 
as Ayscue and Frankenberg (2016) indicate, at the same time, acknowledging that integration is 
the ultimate goal of schooling.  
This paper contributes to this work by examining the policies, legalities, and programs 
implemented by a small urban Midwest school district to address segregation. Exploring over 50 
years of desegregation initiatives, this paper highlights the challenges of desegregating in a 
racially and socioeconomically segregated community. In so doing, this paper adds another 
perspective of desegregation in public schools by narrowing in on one district with the hopes of 
adding to the literature to provide a more complex landscape of desegregation.  
First, to situate this district's work, the paper presents a historical overview of school 
desegregation in the United States. The paper then chronicles key events within this school 
district and its community related to race and education. Throughout will be demographic data 
that shows the district's elementary schools' racial demographic makeup over a 50-year history. 
Finally, the paper concludes with an analysis of the desegregation initiative's impact on 
elementary schools' racial demographics. 
 
Historical Overview of Desegregation 
 Since the Supreme Court decided that school segregation was unconstitutional in 1954, 
schools' racial composition has been a consistent topic for research, policy implementation, and 
reform. Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 U.S. 483, was a landmark decision of the 
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U.S. Supreme Court. The Court ruled that U.S. state laws establishing racial segregation in 
public schools are unconstitutional, even if the segregated schools are otherwise equal in quality. 
Although the following decision in Brown v. Board of Education II (1955) mandated 
desegregation be implemented "with all deliberate speed," it lacked an accountability timeline for 
policy implementation or a specific set of guidelines for how to desegregate. This left local 
school districts responsible for the task of managing desegregation efforts. 
 Thurgood Marshall, who headed the litigation for Brown v. Board of Education and went 
on to become a Supreme Court Justice, acknowledged and addressed the challenges of 
desegregation in a country so profoundly ingrained in structural racism. Close to three decades 
after Brown v. Board of Education, he stated: 
Desegregation is not and was never expected to be an easy task. Racial attitudes 
ingrained in our Nation's childhood and adolescence are not quickly thrown aside in its 
middle years. In the short run, it may seem to be the more straightforward course to allow 
our significant metropolitan areas to be divided up each into two cities—one white, the 
other black—but it is a course, I predict, our people will ultimately regret (Milliken v. 
Bradley, 1974, 418 U.S. 717, 814-15). 
Despite judicial decisions, the process of school desegregation was plagued with frustration at 
multiple intervals by several actors, including the same institution by which it was created, the 
Supreme Court (Epperson, 2005).  As a result, the progress of desegregating schools was slow. 
 More than a decade passed after the Brown ruling before the Supreme Court gave the 
lower courts explicit instructions around desegregation.  Starting with Green v. School Board of 
New Kent County in 1968, the Court developed six distinct categories to address for 
desegregation, including student assignments, staff, faculty, facilities, transportation, and 
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extracurricular activities with the critical decision eliminating any indicators for racial 
identifiability concerning students, staff, and extracurricular activities (Green v. County School 
Board of New Kent County, 1968. 391 U.S. 430).  Three years later, the Supreme Court approved 
the use of ratios and racial goals for students and faculty as a desegregation method with 1971's 
Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg decision (Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of 
Education, 1971, 402 U.S. 1, 22–31). With a unanimous decision, the Supreme Court found 
violations that impeded previous mandates for desegregation of schools. The Court ruled that: 
1) remedial plans were to be judged by their effectiveness, and the use of mathematical 
ratios or quotas were legitimate "starting points" for solutions.  
2) predominantly or exclusively black schools required scrutiny by courts.  
3) non-contiguous attendance zones, as interim corrective measures, were within the 
courts' remedial powers.  
4) the establishment of rigid guidelines could not develop concerning busing of students 
to particular schools.  
In 1974, Milliken v. Bradley saw the Supreme Court overruling a lower court's desegregation 
remedial plan for Detroit Public Schools involving white students' busing from the mostly white 
suburban districts into the city schools' part of the desegregation remedy.  The Supreme Court 
ruled that the suburban areas could not be included in a court-imposed remedial plan for 
desegregation in Detroit unless the suburban districts had directly contributed to the segregation 
of the Detroit school district. 
 In the 1990s, two crucial Supreme Court decisions clarified more understanding about 
what should be done and required to remedy segregation.  In Missouri v. Jenkins, the critical 
components of the ruling included whether a school district had done enough to remedy de jure 
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segregation were 1) compliance by the school board was in good faith and 2) whether 
segregation had been rectified to the extent practicable (Missouri v. Jenkins, 1995. 515 U.S. 70, 
71). In contrast to the six identifiable factors developed in Green v. School Board of New Kent 
County, the two new indicators for assessing compliance opened up even more subjectivity for 
interpretation and a reduction in rigor (Frankenburg, 2007).  With the myriad of legal cases 
catalyzing desegregation efforts, the ruling in Freeman v. Pitts in 1992 found that lower court 
control can only maintain over a school system in the areas in which it has been unsuccessful in 
compliance with court-ordered desegregation plans.  The Court identified the ultimate goal as a 
complete withdrawal of supervision and independent policies for desegregation and the 
autonomy for the lower courts to apply attention and resources to most need areas (Freeman v. 
Pitts, 1992. 503 U.S. 467, 493–95). 
 The clarity of definitions, what is meant by segregation and desegregation, developed 
through several Supreme court rulings since Brown v. Board of Education. Starting with the six 
defined factors through Green v. School Board of New Kent County in 1968, the clarification 
continued with Missouri v. Jenkins in 1995. Next, in 1974 and Milliken v. Bradley, the Court 
found that segregation had occurred even where there were no laws explicitly segregating 
students, and remedial plans must address the causes of separation as well as potential remedies. 
Finally, the Supreme Court essentially barred the judicial imposition of metropolitan-wide 
corrective policies and further limited remediation to only segregation attributable to overt 
governmental action with Freeman v. Pitts in 1992. 
 In summary, the history of judicial interventions into public school segregation served to 
establish and define desegregation concepts through the implicit or explicit segregation policies 
in place in public education.  The problem was widely acknowledged, and rectification efforts 
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were implemented and expanded to reveal a systemic and ingrained problem with students' 
involuntary segregating by race (Rothstein, 2013). The court cases served as an evolution of 
awareness to a certain degree as one ruling then led to initiatives and policies exposing new 
depths of clarification that subsequent rulings.  Many districts from large urban to small rural 
created a "trial and error" narrative through their attempts to promote desegregation within their 
schools (McPherson, 2011). Many based solutions on district implemented programs, policies, 
and innovations while not recognizing other schools' segregation impacts.   
 
Chronicling Desegregation Attempts in a Midwestern District: Champaign, Illinois 
         While the legal history gives a broad overview of desegregation attempts at the federal 
level, the diverse and varied implementation programs to desegregate a school district can be as 
unique as each district.  Only through an analysis of an individual district's history of 
desegregation efforts can a more comprehensive picture emerge of the steps to combat 
segregation and their impacts on school racial composition.  This paper now introduces 
Champaign Unit 4, a PreK-12 district in central Illinois that has engaged in various systems, 
policies, and programs to attempt to desegregate, and ideally integrate, its elementary schools. 
Champaign Unit 4 is located in Champaign, Illinois.  The city was home to 88,909 people as of 
July 1, 2019. Champaign ranks tenth for the most populous city in Illinois and the state's fourth-
most populous city outside the Chicago metropolitan area (U.S. Census Bureau, 2021).  With 
twelve elementary schools, three middle schools, and two high schools, Champaign Unit 4 
schools district serves more than 10,000 students. 
To understand the progression of desegregation policies, initiatives, and programs 
implemented in Champaign Public Schools, it is vital to understand the city's historical 
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development and how that history defined and influenced the school district's decisions. This 
history was developed through a variety of resources including the historical overview provided 
on the Champaign Unit 4 website, supporting newspaper articles, journal articles, and court 
documents. The history will also provide insight into the racial tensions and dynamics that came 
into play around the district's desegregation efforts.   
 
1855 – 1954: Origins of the Public School System in Illinois 
 Before 1855, there was no law by the State of Illinois providing a comprehensive system 
of public schools.  Instead, most schools that were maintained were in places where the patrons 
provided the funding.  According to Levin, Markstahler, and Renner (2009), "Pay schools" were 
carried in areas where patrons paid teachers, and in most settlements, schools were kept up for 
three to six months each year. Free schools were almost unheard of anywhere in the state" (p.1). 
Thus, education was provided almost exclusively for the wealthy, and the schools' racial 
composition was virtually 100% white. The current system of statewide public education is 
based on the law passed in 1855. Belting (1919) explains, 
  The common school system of Illinois, when the permanent free school law was  
 passed, in 1855, was the product of more than a quarter of a century of development. 
 Humanitarian ideals, doing something for the other man's children, were for the first 
 time, a national characteristic. Though the period from 1830 to 1865 was marked by 
 many abuses in educational practice, the mass of the people were learning for the first 
 time the advantages of a universal system of free common schools (p.479).  
In the late 19th century and early 20th century, Champaign was divided into two school 
districts geographically. There was District 1, west of First Street, and District 2, east of First 
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Street. By 1901, the districts were combined and renamed Champaign District 71, and the new 
district experienced an enrollment increase. From 1900 to 1935, increasing enrollments were the 
school board's biggest problem and resulted in a building frenzy to accommodate the students. In 
1948, at the end of World War II, when the state legislature's efforts encouraged school district 
reorganization and efficiency, Champaign District 71 and multiple surrounding smaller districts 
consolidated into Champaign Community Unit District No. 4 (Levin, Markstahler, & Renner, 
2009).  Before the 1940s, no public data on individual schools' racial composition could be 
located. 
During the 1940s and 1950s, as data on racial composition drew attention following the 
Brown decision, it became clear that geographical segregation led to segregated schools in 
Champaign Unit 4. According to Potter (2016), writing about Champaign during the 1950s and 
1960's, "Champaign is a community with a long history of racial tension, geographically divided 
between the North End, where most black residents live, and the South End, which is largely 
white" (p.14).  The geographic division resulted from white Champaign residents using all their 
influence to force Black residents to live within the city's North End.  Legally, racially restrictive 
housing covenants dictated black housing options before 1948. Eighteen covenants were in place 
in Champaign, covering hundreds of parcels of land deemed only for white residents. Prochaska 
(2016) explains, 
 All of the covenants were worded in the most restrictive legal terms possible for similar 
 statutes at the time, both in terms of racial designation affected and duration: no part  
 thereof will be sold or leased, either in whole or in part, to or permitted to be occupied as 
 owner, or tenant by any person or persons not of the Caucasian race. (p.1). 
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The Supreme Court ruled these types of covenants unconstitutional, but even more racially 
restrictive covenants developed in Champaign between 1948 and 1950 (Shelley v. Kraemer 334 
U.S. 1 68 S. Ct. 836; 92 L. Ed. 1161; 3 A.L.R.2d 441). As a result, black residents were still 
legally required to live on Champaign's geographic North End (Prochaska, 2016). Little 
demographic data exists for this population during these periods.  However, the total population 
of Champaign in 1940 was 23,302, which increased to 39,563 by 1950. 
 
1954 – 1995: Initial Responses to Brown v. Board 
 School segregation continued until through 1961, a year when the city of Champaign was 
named the worst in housing segregation in the State of Illinois by the League of Women Voters 
(Rexroat, 1961).   In addition, despite the Brown v. Board of Education decision in 1954, 
Champaign still had a majority of all-black and all-white schools operating. The district still 
bused the few white students who lived in the North End past their neighborhood schools to an 
all-white school (Potter, 2016).  
 On the North End, Washington Elementary became a focal point for Champaign Unit 4 
central office's desegregation efforts when it adopted a new curriculum and transitioned into the 
first district magnet school in 1968. Through the benefits of an innovative arts program, the 
objective was to attract white families to attend a school that had a 100% black student 
population. The district also reestablished attendance zones, with the intent to send black 
students from the north end to the white schools on the southern end of town as their assigned 
school (Wurth, 2011).  
Although demographic data for the 1960s and 1970s are scarce, a demographic picture 
emerges with more formal data collection starting in 1987.  At that time, Unit 4 had nine 
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elementary schools with four on the north end, Springfield Avenue being the geographical 
delineation, three being centrally located within the city between Kirby Avenue and Springfield 
Avenue, and three south of Kirby Avenue, which are considered the south end schools (Figure 1) 
The schools are grouped by region to reflect the geographical alignment to certain demographics. 
The elementary schools in each region are: 
North End   Central   South End 
Garden Hills   South Side   Robeson 
Dr. Howard   Westview   Bottenfield 
Booker T. Washington Kenwood   Carey Busey 
Stratton (Columbia) 1  IPA1    Barkstall1 
 
Map 1: Champaign, Illinois Street Map with Geographic Boundaries 
 
 
1 Columbia Elementary was renamed Stratton Elementary in 1998, when a new building was constructed.  Barkstall 
Elementary opened in 1999 and the International Preparation Academy (IPA) is a dual language kindergarten-8th 






1994 – 2002: Schools of Choice 
In the 1990s, concerns surfaced from Black community members about the District's 
enrollment practices and Black students' opportunities. In 1996, a complaint was filed with the 
U.S. Department of Education's Office of Civil Rights (OCR), led by advocate John Lee 
Johnson, arguing the Champaign School District placed an unnecessary travel and transportation 
burden on Black families.  The complaint also addressed Black students' overrepresentation in 
special education, the underrepresentation of Black students in advanced courses and programs, 
and disparities in state assessment scores. The complaint later added additional allegations of 
discrimination and segregation within the school district (Johnson Ex Rel. Johnson v. BOARD 
OF EDUC. OF CHAM., 188 F. Supp. 2d 944 C.D. Ill. 2002). 
In 1997, the District tried to address these issues, complaints, and impending litigation by 
implementing a choice-based, diversity-conscious enrollment plan, modeled after Cambridge, 
Massachusetts' "controlled choice" strategy (Willie & Alves, 1996). Replacing the previous 
geographic zone-based enrollment policy, the "controlled choice" plan provided families the 
opportunity to rank their school choices and assignment to schools. Next, by using an algorithm 
that looked at families' preferences and considered racial balance in each of the schools, the 
student assignment ensured that each school ended up with a relatively even racial student 
balance while also giving siblings a geographical preference. The District also created a Parent 
Information Center, later renamed the Family Information Center, to help families navigate the 




2002 -2009: The Consent Decree 
          In January 2002, Champaign Unit 4 settled a lawsuit with the admission of unfair 
treatment of black students and resolved to make several improvements. Since there was a 
"consent" by the school board to make the changes, it was called the consent decree. With 
previous initiatives falling short for desegregation and integration the consent decree provided 
federal intervention. Although the consent decree focused on addressing all of the inequities 
presented within the comprehensive educational equity audit conducted by Peterkin and Lucey 
(1998), the analysis in this paper focuses solely on desegregation efforts and the elimination of 
inequity within the enrollment of the elementary schools. The District consented to submit 
annual reports to the Federal Office of Civil Rights (OCR) to provide timely updates on the OCR 
resolution implementation. 
The OCR resolution includes the following principles and goals:  
 - Students, regardless of race or national origin, must be provided access to a high-quality   
curriculum that enables students to achieve high standards. 
 - A school climate that promotes learning and success and encourages students to support each 
other; and 
 - Developing a diverse staff will assist in a positive and supportive learning environment for all 
students. 
       In addition to Peterkin and Lucey's (1998) findings, Aber (2001) conducted a climate study 
of students, parents, and staff's perspectives. The climate study revealed that Black stakeholders' 
perceptions of the District's education and experiences were decidedly more pessimistic than 
their white counterparts. Aber's (2001) study highlighted three areas of concern within the 
District: (1) lack of fairness and cultural understanding that are institutionalized in the 
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educational practices and policies of the schools, (2) large proportions of those with the most 
power in the District, white staff and parents, did not perceive a need for change, and (3) 
considerable resistance to change on the part of white stakeholders. 
          After decades of dissatisfaction and lack of trust experienced by Black students and 
parents, and the District's failed ability or desire to effectively deal with longstanding equity 
issues, the Consent Decree mandated significant changes. Presiding Judge Joe Billy McDade 
(2006) stated in the opening remarks of his decision that the District was found through the 
Consent Decree to have supported "the denial of the state and federal constitutional and statutory 
rights of Black students to equal educational opportunity." The District was now responsible for 
"eliminating racial discrimination in school assignments and educational equity issues" (p. 25).  
          Also, McDade made a succinct distinction in this case between the societal and the legal 
issues.  The legal litigation intended to remedy the District's history of racial desegregation 
practices and acknowledged by the District as harming Black students. While McDade suggested 
that the policies may not have been intentional, the District's apathy may have amplified 
geographical segregation. McDade also acknowledged that the School Board's policies might not 
have intentionally operated to the detriment of the District's African American students; 
however, it may have been indifference on the Board's part, or even exacerbated by other factors 
he cited such as housing patterns, poverty, parents' education and employment, family size, 
parental attitudes and behavior, and peer‐group pressure, among others (McDade, 2006).  
         McDade's introductory remarks highlight the critical notion behind the societal issues at the 
core of the entire litigation process and its projected outcome: trust. Indeed, he acknowledged 
that trust is a significant factor in the successful implementation of consent decree goals. 
McDade states that "Unfortunately, many excellent educators labor under the burden of mistrust 
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prevalent among black parents – many of whom are products of this District – who still perceive 
the District and its teachers as not caring whether their children learn or not" (McDade, 2006, 
p.25).  
         A decree that emerged after years of what plaintiffs and Judge McDade determine 
amounted to "indifference" and neglect on the part of the school district to take an active role in 
ensuring that African American students had access to the same high-quality educational 
experience afforded white students. Indeed, many of the policies designed for implementation 
may be hindered in their fruition without some measure of trust. Therefore, McDade (2006) 
stated that the Consent Decree is a litigation settlement agreement. It requires a certain level of 
compromise to ensure that the goals set in the agreement are met.  
Indeed, Judge McDade himself declares that it was not the desire, nor the intention, of the 
Court to involve itself in the District's affairs, but that the presence of the Court was 
requested explicitly as a means of ensuring that policies embodied in the Consent Decree 
were carried out. The Court's involvement necessitates legal compliance to the 
stipulations of the decree." (Enyia, 2011, p., 87). 
The notion of trust, or lack thereof, is a critical component of the entire litigation process. The 
very fact that the plaintiffs sought to involve the Court evidences a lack of trust, and the fear that 
without such legal intervention, the goals stipulated in the Consent Decree could not or would 
not be achieved, and at the very least, not in a timely manner. The notion of trust by society and 
the community affected and guided the foundation of the consent decree. 
          According to Woods (2012), in his assessment of the real results of the consent decree 
described, "On August 1, 2009, Champaign Superintendent Arthur Culver and the Unit 4 school 
board announced the approval of a settlement agreement that ended the federal consent decree" 
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Culver stated, "We have implemented systems and procedures to ensure equity and excellence 
for African-American students" (p.1). The school district agreed to make several sustained 
changes in order to bring the federal monitoring required in the consent decree to and end 
including policies regarding opening and closing schools, special-education referrals, and 
support for students in alternative programs (Heckel, 2009). Judge McDade concurred that the 
District had provided sufficient evidence that progress towards reducing or eliminating the racial 
disparities had been created and sustained. He entered an order that approved the settlement 
agreement, subsequently ending the consent decree. 
 
2009 - 2016: Post Consent Decree and Magnet Programs 
  Abner's School Climate Survey, conducted in 2009, provided an essential update on the 
study completed in 2000. The 2009 survey reported that perceptions had undergone little or no 
change in eight years. Black students still saw the school climate more negatively than whites. 
Black high school students had the most pessimistic view of the school climate, followed by 
black staff members and black parents. They agreed that the systems and procedures 
implemented due to the consent decree had not changed the negative perception of the Unit 4 
school climate by black stakeholders (Abner, 2009). While the controlled choice plan was 
continued as a primary strategy for eliminating the racial imbalance amongst its elementary 
schools, the data suggested it had little success (Eniya, 2011).  
 When a district decides to develop magnet schools, it is common to convert an existing 
school with a predominantly Black or Latinx student body into a magnet (Betts et al., 2015). 
These existing schools generally have a significant degree of "minority group isolation," the 
federal term for having a predominant population of students of color within a racially diverse 
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district. These existing schools also generally have histories of low academic achievement. When 
a current school becomes a magnet, it adopts a specific theme, a new instructional program, and 
often a new curriculum (Soeldad, 2014). Magnet Schools of America (2021) suggest that a 
comprehensive magnet school plan includes vision and mission statements, educational goals, 
objectives and strategies, curriculum or theme design, implementation steps, marketing and 
recruitment strategy, budget and funding plans, timelines, policies, professional development 
plans, and monitoring and evaluation plans (U.S. Department of Education, 2021).   
 To encourage white families to send their children to schools enrolling predominantly 
students of color, magnet schools developed unique themes such as arts or technology.  The 
theory that emerged at the inception of magnet schools as a tool for desegregation was to have a 
school that was so unique, so diverse, so "magnetic" that white families would be drawn to enroll 
regardless of location, neighborhood, or percentage of students of color (Rossell, 2005). The 
magnet school would be an educational environment that offered a specialty that would not be 
available in other areas (MSA, 2021). Magnets were seen as a positive incentive for segregation 
that white families would want to take advantage of, which is contrasted to white families' 
widespread outrage at bussing and non-voluntary school assignment policies (Barnum, 2019). 
 The next round of federal magnet initiatives started in 2009 when Champaign Unit 4 
school district pursued desegregation efforts through the Magnet Schools Assistance Program, or 
MSAP, a grant from the U.S. government for the 2010-2011 and 2012-2013 school years.  The 
District received $2.5 million each year for three years to support magnet programs in three of 
the District's elementary schools: Booker T. Washington Elementary, Garden Hills Elementary, 
and Stratton Elementary, all in the North End. MSAP grants aim to help schools with voluntary 
desegregation efforts to eliminate, reduce, and prevent the isolation of minority groups in 
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educational programs while enabling them to meet challenging academic content and student 
academic achievement standards. Booker T. Washington Elementary School's magnet program 
adopted a science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) theme, while Stratton 
Elementary School's magnet program adopted a Micro Society theme in which a portion of the 
instructional day becomes a student-run miniature society, integrating academics with real-life 
application and problem-solving. Garden Hills Elementary implemented the Primary Years 
Programme, an International Baccalaureate program for primary grades. Arthur Culver, 
superintendent of Champaign Unit 4 at the time, supported the magnet efforts stating,  
Our staff, our Board, and our community have shown their commitment to the goals of 
the Consent Decree, and we will not be turning the clock back and losing the lessons that 
we have learned in the past seven years. We will continue the policies, practices, systems, 
and programs, and processes that have led to where we are today. (DailyIllini, 2010, 
para.10).   
 
2016 - 2019:  Continued North End Elementary Magnet School Initiative 
  Although there had been magnet school initiatives on the North end schools in previous 
years, many had not been successful or sustained resulting in a new push for revamped magnet 
programs. The STEM program at Washington Elementary remained in place. Still, significant 
changes came to the other two magnet school programs because of the continued and increased 
degree of minority group isolation. The proportion of black students to the student body 
exceeded the district average by more than 15 percentage points. The schools had a significant 
portion of students eligible for free and reduced lunch that exceeded the district-wide average. 
Both schools struggled to raise levels of student achievement as measured by state assessments. 
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In 2017, the District tried again and applied for and received a Magnet School Assistance 
Program (MSAP) grant to convert two elementary schools into magnet schools, Garden Hills 
Mathematics and Engineering Leadership Academy and Stratton Academy of the Integrated 
Arts, practically scraping the previous magnet initiatives.  
 Putting together an attractive instructional program that can support educational 
achievement for students of color and attract white families is a complex, multistep undertaking. 
This is likely truer in schools that have already tried without reaching the expectations for the 
magnet grant. The new programming and initiatives required creating a focused vision and 
program mission that can drive a robust implementation plan and sustain a commitment to attract 
a diverse student population (U.S. Department of Education Office of Innovations and 
Improvement, 2004). They also required coordinated and systemic efforts for dealing with issues 
of funds and transportation, selecting influential leaders and quality staff willing to work long 
hours, getting people in the community involved, and recruiting resources, amongst other 
technical, normative, and political challenges (U.S. Department of Education Office of 
Innovations and Improvement, 2004).  The grant was awarded for five years and began full 
implementation in 2017.   
With these changes to the magnet schools, the District has maintained the controlled 
school of choice model. As of the 2020-2021 school year, the District assigns elementary 
students using a specific formula based on the following outlined in the Champaign Unit 4 Board 
of Education Policy (2020).  
• This student assignment system allows all families to access the diverse program 
offerings across the District and promotes diversity within our schools.  
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• Choice eliminates the need to continually redraw boundaries due to changes in the 
District's housing patterns.  
• Choice offers parents and students an assurance that once students are enrolled   
in a school, they may remain in that school through the highest grade available.  
• Choice promotes academic excellence in all schools.  
• Choice reduces the need for involuntary bussing and promotes socioeconomic 
(SES) diversity in the schools.  
• Choice allows the District to monitor class size at each building. (Section 709.05). 
 
Looking at the Data on Racial Composition in Champaign Elementary Schools 
 The previous section highlighted many policy changes within the District to address 
minority group isolation; the paper now looks to the demographic data. The data are primarily 
organized by region of the district, with four schools per region, reflecting the system's 
residential segregation. The data is displayed to show how the demographics are shifted between 
the different geographical regions.  This was done purposely to emphasize the lack of substantial 
movement of demographic trends within the schools in each of these areas. The data was 
retrieved from the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics and 
suggests that the North end schools sustained the greatest population of Black students, well 
above the Central and South regions that remained below the district percentages.  The only time 
there is any shift towards all areas getting closer together was during the federal intervention of 





Figure 2:  Elementary School Data for Black Students 
 
Data from this and all preceding tables are derived from U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 
Education Statistics, Common Core of Data (CCD), "Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey," 1994 
- 2019 v.2a.  
 
From 1987 through 2019, the percentage of the student population that is black has 
increased about 7%, while the percentage of black students in North end schools has increased 
by approximately 17% (see Figure 2). Figure 2 shows the percentage of the student population 
that is black in each region and the district as a whole. From the 1987-88 school year through the 
1993-94 school year, baseline demographic shows a range of 21% (Central) to 35% (North end) 
of black students in each region, with a district average of 27%. During the initial 
implementation of "controlled choice" from 1994 - 2002, the enrollment trends did not support 
the anticipated overall desegregation amongst the geographical areas. The data suggests that the 
South end schools maintained white students' predominance with a 10% increase of black 
students at Central Schools.  However, when looking at the Central and North end schools after 
the nine years of the school choice model, it is evident that the population of black students at the 
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            The lack of demographic shifts towards integration during the time period up until 2002 
prompted a critical period in the district's history, leading to the consent decree, when a federal 
intervention was brought in to address racial inequities within the District. The enrollment data at 
the elementary level show movement toward desegregation during the consent decree years from 
2002 to 2009. During this time, the District claimed to have improved school climate, graduation 
rates, and black student involvement in gifted education opportunities (Woods, 2012). Further, it 
claimed to have reduced the achievement gap between black and white students and achieved 
societal success by increasing trust within the community. However, during the years under the 
consent decree, 2002-2009, the number of white elementary students attending schools in all 
regions decreased by 10% in the North end, 8% in the Central region, and 15% in the South end.      
              Providing further demographic information for this time, Woods (2012) suggests that 
white students may have left the district to attend private schools, or their families may have 
moved to other districts in so-named "white flight." Woods (2012) noted that "In 2002, white 
enrollment in Unit 4 schools was 60.7 percent…. By 2010, white enrollment had dropped to 44.3 
percent" (p. 2). The point on the graph where the percentage of black students is closest to 
integration (2008-2009) suggests the results stem from the consent decree reforms; it is also 
possible this is the result of white students leaving the district in response to fears of integration.  
 After the consent decree, which was lifted in 2009, black student population increases 
returned to the North end schools. In response, the district developed several magnet school 
initiatives to work alongside the controlled choice system. The data suggest that the 
implementation of the magnet school programming did not produce the desired desegregation 
results.  The data imply that the exact opposite occurred, with large drops in the percentages of 
black students in both the Central and South end schools and an increase to almost 60% of all 
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black elementary students enrolling in the North end schools. The data suggest that the 
implementation of more Magnet School programs have similar results to the previous magnet 
school initiatives and showed little progress towards the desegregation of the North end schools 
through the expectations of the magnet school programming acting as a "draw" for families to 
make it their school of choice. 
 
The Dissimilarity Index 
 A standard measure of segregation between two groups based on the demographic 
population across regions or neighborhoods within the same city is called the dissimilarity index 
(governing.org, 2021).  The index measures a single demographic group's exposure to all other 
groups resulting in a comparison between the two groups. It measures their relative separation 
(high dissimilarity) or integration (low dissimilarity) across the neighborhoods or geographic 
regions. The index is reported as a percentage between 0 and 100. It represents the percentage of 
students who would have to switch schools (or the percentage of people who would have to 
move) to desegregate a district (or community) completely.   
 The dissimilarity index data for Champaign elementary schools from 1987 through 2019 
aligns with the school demographic data. It shows that the consent decree, ending in the 2008-
2009 school year, resulted in the lowest dissimilarity index.  However, in the years since, 
segregation has increased sharply.  The implementation of the magnet programming on the North 
end has not resulted in integrating the schools in that region.  The segregation of the schools is at 





Figure 3: Dissimilarity Index for Elementary Schools in Champaign, Calculated by Region 
 
   
It might be easy to explain these data away with the suggestion that there have been 
residential pattern changes. However, Champaign's residential segregation has been relatively 
stable over time (Monarrez et al., 2019).  As a result, it is more likely that these data show that 
the controlled choice has not had its desired effect in addressing the degree of segregation across 
the District's elementary schools. 
Conclusion 
 When examining student enrollment and school assignment policy within the District 
over the various initiatives and time periods, shifts in racial make-ups have occurred. However, 
the North End schools remain over 50% Black, and the South End school remains less than 25%, 
Black. The introduction of more Magnet programming has not achieved the desired results of 
attracting more families through the School Choice system to transfer from the South and Central 
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In 2019, the NAACP Champaign County Branch and the Champaign County Chapter of 
the ACLU of Illinois expressed their concerns in a letter sent to the district officials and called on 
them to address these issues.  The letter outlined that racial disparities continue to be a problem 
in Champaign Unit 4 Schools a full decade after the District was released from accountability 
under a federal court agreement meant to address racial segregation (ACLU, 2009). In June of 
2020, The Champaign School Board members voted unanimously to pass a resolution declaring 
racism as a public health crisis that outlines the school district's problems and addresses how to 
change the inequity culture among black students (Carter, 2020). Black community members and 
district officials are aware of and willing to address racial inequities in the District but continue 
to struggle to implement changes that effectively address these inequities. 
 
Implications and Further Study 
 The implications of this case study reach farther than one school district. The data 
suggest that the only time period that showed significant growth for the district's elementary 
schools' desegregation was during the federal intervention during the Consent Decree.  This is 
not exclusive to the Champaign Unit 4 District. Hannah-Jones (2014) explains,  
 At the height of the country's integration efforts, there were some 750 school districts 
 across the country known to be under desegregation orders. Today, court orders remain 
 active in more than 300 districts. In some cases, that's because judges have determined 
 that schools have not met their mandate to eliminate segregation. (para.5)   
In Champaign, the data show that elementary school segregation quickly rose post-consent 
decree to percentages even more extensive than before the federal intervention.  In this particular 
case study, the District could not sustain the measures that lowered the segregation within the 
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school after federal oversight was no longer required.  With the districts still under federal 
mandates continuing to reach into the hundreds and remaining in place for much longer than 
expected, some federal courts are not aware of how many desegregation orders still exist. In 
some cases, federal judges are releasing districts from court oversight even where desegregation 
objectives have not been met, at times taking the lack of action in cases as evidence that the 
problems have been resolved (Hannah-Jones, 2014). Further study on districts that have 
sustained desegregation percentages after federal withdrawal would provide additional data on 
the necessity of federal intervention. 
 The federal intervention seems to have the most considerable impact on desegregation 
but loses sustainability and accountability once the mandates are resolved or removed.  This has 
led to a different type of federal assistance through magnet programs with a corer element of 
funding relying on the impact for desegregation.  The data in this case study suggest that the 
implementation of magnet initiatives did not provide the level of school choice needed for the 
North end schools to approach desegregation.   
  The Champaign Unit 4 School Board and District administrators maintain their 
commitment to continuing school desegregation through their commitment to diversity 
(https://www3.champaignschools.org/pages/district/commitment-diversity, 2012). However, 
there are still chronic disparities in students' opportunities and outcomes from low 
socioeconomic, geographical regions within the city and school district. This paper aimed to 
examine the development of desegregation initiatives that occurred in one school district over 
time.  Some policies were reactive to federal court cases, and some were proactive to assist in the 
school choice model.  However, this school district could be representative of many throughout 
the national public's schools.  Many districts have tried many policies and programs to integrate 
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the schools, many with the same results as this case study.  This case study's two main points are 
reflections of more extensive problems: the lack of documented success for magnet 
programming as a desegregation policy and federal intervention for sustainable desegregation.  
Further studies on each of these points, examining other school districts with federal 
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CHAPTER FOUR: SATISFACTION, PREPAREDNESS, AND IMPLMENTATION:  
CULTURE AND CLIMATE IN MAGNET SCHOOL CONVERSIONS 
 
Introduction 
Alternative public school models and policies were developed in the 1960s to combat 
racially segregated public schooling's systemic problem.  The historic case of Brown v. Board of 
Education of Topeka in 1954 recognized that separate educational facilities for racial minorities 
were inherently unequal, violating the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. 
The Supreme Court affirmed that “The segregation of public education based on race instilled a 
sense of inferiority that had a hugely detrimental effect on the education and personal growth of 
African American children” (Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 U.S. 483, 1954). The 
decision launched the search for options to the traditional public school neighborhood models 
that would work towards school desegregation.  
Magnet schools emanated from these policy efforts to combine school choice with the 
pursuit of racial diversity. In 1968, McCarver Elementary School in Tacoma, Washington, was 
the first to implement a policy to desegregate and reduce racial isolation (Hinds, 2017). 
McCarver implemented a new system of inviting students throughout the city to enroll in their 
school regardless of residential boundaries or specifically previously assigned schools. The 
school hoped to encourage parents of white children to join the predominately Black student 
body by developing and advertising their use of best instructional practices, high caliber 
instruction, and special programs not available at other schools; with higher enrollment of white 
students, they would thereby reduce the school’s racial isolation. McCarver was a success in 
diversifying its student body, and nearly fifty years later, it still serves 420 preschools through 
fifth-grade students from racially diverse backgrounds (Hinds, 2017).   
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McCarver has thus been identified as the first “magnet” school and the leader in the 
policy of using instructional incentives to attract students and families for school enrollment 
rather than as a response to a court order or district re-zoning. The next year, in Boston, 
Massachusetts, the second magnet school, William Monroe Trotter Elementary School, opened 
with similar historic patterns of segregation and McCarver's same intentions (Rossell, 2005). 
Located in Roxbury's traditionally low socio-economic and Black area, the school offered an 
innovative organizational model, different from other district schools. The William Monroe 
Trotter School, advertised as an innovative showcase for new and cutting-edge teaching 
methods, explicitly marketed its specialized curriculum to attract white children to attend school 
in a predominately Black neighborhood (Rossell, 2005).  
To encourage white families to send their children to schools enrolling predominantly 
students of color, magnet schools developed unique themes such as arts or technology.  The 
theory that emerged at the inception of magnet schools as a tool for desegregation was to have a 
school that was so unique, so diverse, so “magnetic” that white families would be drawn to enroll 
regardless of location, neighborhood, or percentage of students of color (Rossell, 2005). The 
magnet school would be an educational environment that offered a specialty that would not be 
available in other areas (MSA, 2019). Magnets were seen as a positive incentive to desegregate 
that white families would want to take advantage of, which is contrasted to white families’ 
widespread outrage at non-voluntary school assignment policies such as bussing (Barnum, 
2019). 
In reducing school segregation, magnet educators and policymakers must consider the 
question of desegregation versus integration. Desegregation refers to ending the segregation of 
students, either by law or by residential neighborhood; it involves the children of different racial 
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backgrounds sharing the same physical space (Horsford, 2011). In contrast, integration is more 
about the process and social interactions; Dr. King, Jr. (1962/1986) described integration as 
“genuine intergroup, interpersonal doing” (p. 118). Desegregation is achieved when students of 
different racial backgrounds attend the same school; integration is achieved when these same 
students attend the same classes, participate in the same social activities, and develop friendships 
with each other (Horsford, 2011; Ogletree, 2004). 
At the turn of the 21st century, while many districts continue to utilize magnet schools to 
reduce racial segregation, magnet schools' priorities have experienced evolution and expansion 
(MSA, 2019). The Magnet Schools Assistance Program (MSAP) authorization in 1985 added a 
second goal: magnet schools would provide quality instruction that would significantly enhance 
students’ knowledge and skills. As a result, school districts have begun to use magnet schools to 
address a wide range of reform purposes, including enhancing student learning, providing 
parents with more educational choices, reducing racialized disparities in student test scores, and 
piloting innovative instructional practices (Chen, 2019).  
There are approximately 4,340 public elementary and secondary magnet schools serving 
nearly 3.5 million students in the United States and is currently the leading selection nationally 
for school choice (MSA, 2021).  A magnet school is part of a local school district and operates 
under the same district administration and school board. Most students go to their neighborhood 
school at traditional public schools, the school that is nearest to where they live. Magnet schools 
exist outside of zoned school boundaries, often reflecting residential segregation and leading to 





Purpose and Research Questions 
Putting together an attractive instructional program that can raise students of color and 
attract white families is a complex, multistep undertaking. It requires creating a focused vision 
and program mission that can drive a robust implementation plan and sustain commitment (U.S. 
Department of Education Office of Innovations and Improvement, 2004). It requires dealing with 
issues of funds and transportation, selecting influential leaders and quality staff willing to work 
long hours, getting people in the community involved, and recruiting resources, amongst other 
technical, normative, and political challenges (Oakes, 1992; U.S. Department of Education 
Office of Innovations and Improvement, 2004). 
When a district decides to develop magnet schools, it is common to convert an existing 
school with a predominantly Black or Latinx student body into a magnet (Betts et al., 2015). 
These existing schools generally have a significant degree of “minority group isolation,” the 
federal term for having a majority of students of color within a racially diverse district. These 
existing schools also generally have histories of low academic achievement. When a current 
school becomes a magnet, it adopts a specific theme, a new instructional program, and often a 
new curriculum (Soeldad, 2014). Magnet Schools of America (2019) suggest that a 
comprehensive magnet school plan includes vision and mission statements, educational goals, 
objectives and strategies, curriculum or theme design, implementation steps, marketing and 
recruitment strategy, budget and funding plans, timelines, policies, professional development 
plans, and monitoring and evaluation plans (U.S. Department of Education, 2019).   
When a school becomes a magnet, there is often a significant restructuring of curriculum 
and staff expectations (Rossell, 2005). This paper aims to analyze teachers’ perspectives on the 
implementation of magnet school programming at two elementary schools that transitioned from 
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traditional schools to magnet schools. From the same district, both schools share historical 
challenges of minority group isolation and low academic achievement. One, Mathematics and 
Engineering Leadership Academy (MELA), adopted a science theme, and the other, the 
Academy of the Integrated Arts (AIA), selected an arts theme (all names are pseudonyms).  
The research questions that guide this study include:  
1. How do teachers from both schools perceive magnet school implementation?  
2. How, if at all, do teachers’ perceptions of the magnet implementation change over 
time within and between both schools?  
3. Does involvement in implementation align with the magnet program's teachers’ 
opinions, within and between both schools? 
 
Policy Implementation as a Conceptual Frame 
Even the most promising policy initiatives depend on what happens as individuals act on 
them. Policies get transformed, reshaped, and adapted as individuals interpret, engage, and 
respond to them (Jiang, Sporte, & Luppesce, 2015). This process results from the learning, 
changing, and growth of the individual as they form, reflect, adapt to, or avoid the change 
required of them (Spillane, Reiser, & Reimer, 2002). Individuals construct ideas both from and 
about the necessary reform and change expected of them as a natural process of the evolution of 
learning and changing. (Spillane, Reiser, & Reimer, 2002). In the case of magnet schools, the 
policy originates from the federal government but is enacted in the classroom by teachers. 
Teachers are responsible for teaching the thematic programming and curriculum and working 
with newly recruited students in their classes. 
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Educators respond to reforms in various ways.  Some educators actively push reform 
efforts, others actively resist them, and others may comply but exert little effort to engage in the 
reform's spirit. Spillane, Reiser, and Reimer (2002) explain:  
Reform initiatives call for more intellectually demanding content and pedagogy for 
everyone, challenging deeply rooted beliefs about who can do intellectually demanding 
work and questioning popular conceptions of teaching, learning, and subject matter. 
Attempting to change what counts as teaching and learning in K–12 schools, reformers 
use public policy to press for fundamental and complex changes in extant school and 
classroom behaviors. (p.387) 
A teacher's understanding and reaction to a new policy depend heavily on their 
preexisting knowledge and perceptions, as well as the level of engagement and buy-in (Coburn, 
2005).  For example, teachers resist change when their interests, beliefs, and values conflict with 
those of the reform agenda (Muncey & McQuillan, 1996). Teachers may comply but exert little 
effort to engage in the spirit of the reform, while others may think they are implementing a 
change with fidelity but not be doing so (Cohen, 1990). Terhart (2013) explains that;  
Resistance is difficult because the topic ‘resistance of teachers against school reform’ is 
steeped in mutual misperceptions, blame, and a fair amount of moralizing. It is also a 
thorny issue because the concept ‘reform’ is one of the eternal, fundamental, and 
significant issues of education and pedagogy: each educational reality falls short of 
current educational demands. (p.487)  
Within the frame of teacher resistance to reform, there is often a misunderstanding of the 
basis and root cause for the reform. That can contribute to pushing back from the teachers 
needed for implementation. Schmidt and Datnow (2005) found that when changes are not 
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understood clearly or conflict with teachers' values, they are often met with intense and adverse 
emotional reactions. 
Other influences on teachers’ sensemaking of new policies include social and structural 
conditions of teachers’ schools, networks, and relationships with school leadership (Spillane, 
1998). For example, Coburn (2005) found that principals influence teachers' sensemaking about 
instructional policy both directly, by acting as a facilitator, and indirectly, by participating with 
teachers to establish the social constructions most essential for understanding. Schmidt and 
Datnow (2005) found that ambiguous reforms are less likely to be implemented with fidelity. 
Datnow suggests that when the administration does not disseminate information at both the 
building and district levels, it can lend itself to ambiguity and misconceptions with a clear and 
thoughtful purpose and expectations. 
Preexisting knowledge and opinions can strongly influence the teacher's reaction and 
understanding of a new policy, including their level of engagement and buy-in (Coburn, 2005).  
Considering how an individuals’ prior knowledge and belief systems affect how they make sense 
of policy and how they translate that understanding into action and adding the dimension of 
social context suggests another way that differences in knowledge affect teachers’ policy 
implementation.  
Overall, policy implementation as a conceptual frame suggests that researchers need to be 
cognizant of the policy process's three critical aspects (Spillane Reiser, & Reimer, 2002). First, 
teachers are the local enactor of the policy, and their understanding and perspectives matter. 
Second, teachers enact policy within specific contexts—specific schools and districts with their 
practices and norms, and these are a central influence in teachers’ policy enactment. Third, 
policymakers such as the federal government develop representations of the policy, such as in 
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policy guideline documents or grant proposals, that influence how teachers understand the 
procedure as well. In terms of magnet schools, it is essential to consider teachers’ understandings 
and perspectives on magnet schools generally and their own school’s specialized curricula. 
Second, teachers are implementing magnet programming within preexisting school cultures and 
climates. And third, federal expectations for magnet schools influence teachers’ understandings 
of what they are expected to do as magnet schoolteachers. 
In this study, I draw on the frame of policy implementation related to teachers and their 
perceptions of magnet programming. Through this framing, I consider how magnet 
implementation might influence the school culture and climate as a whole, primarily as 
implementation occurs within schools with preexisting cultures and climates. 
 
Literature Review:   Culture, Climate, and Policy Implementation 
Fullan (2006) suggests that reform efforts are only successful when responsive to a 
school’s preexisting culture and climate. To understand the impact on the educational 
environment through the implementation of a new magnet program, the analysis must begin with 
understanding the dynamics of what makes up a school's culture and climate.   
 
Culture 
The notion of school culture is far from new. In 1932, educational sociologist Willard 
Waller argued that every school has a culture of its own, with a set of rituals, folkways, and a 
moral code that shapes behavior and relationships. Çakiroğlu, Akkan, and Guven (2012) define 
school culture as “the shared values, rules, belief patterns, teaching and learning approaches, 
behaviors, and relationships among or across the individuals in a school” (p.1).  The unwritten 
84 
 
rules of a school, including traditions, expectations, and norms, all make up the school culture 
and influence interactions between the educators that work there (Deal & Peterson, 1999). 
According to Deal and Peterson (1999), “School culture influences what people pay attention to 
(focus), how they identify with the school (commitment), how hard they work (motivation), and 
the degree to which they achieve their goals (productivity)” (p. 10). An educational 
environment's culture is profoundly layered and may only change through long-term, focused, 
systemic, and persistent efforts (Gruenert, 2008). School leaders are responsible for establishing 
pervasive teaching and learning culture in each school (Fink & Resnick, 2001). 
It is essential that school culture is taken into account when striving for sustainable 
reform, policy implementation, or change (Fullan, 2007, MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009; 
Shafer, 2018). A school leader must be aware of and understand a school's culture before 
implementing a change or reform. (Leithwood et al. 2001). Taylor and Williams (2001) argued 
that school leaders must work on long-term goals for school culture as a means to strengthen the 
educational environment through the process of reform and new policy implementation. For 
example, implementing a new policy, curriculum, or reform measure must include a formative 
assessment of the impact on the building's culture and climate through its implementation. The 
stakeholders involved in the process have to understand why the reform is necessary, how the 
application will proceed, and the results.  These must be established clearly before 
implementation begins to assure alignment with the individuals moving with implementation to 
strive for fidelity with the process and not a feeling of doing something that does not align with 
their beliefs.  When school faculty share a clear understanding of the purpose of reform, they are 
more likely to strive to ensure that things work well; however, when individuals’ expectations, 
85 
 
beliefs, values, attitudes, ideas, and behaviors not aligned, school culture will likely lead to poor 
implementation (MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009).  
 
Climate 
 School climate is commonly associated with school culture, namely because of its 
similarity to culture and its research-based impact on student achievement (Cohen et al., 2009; 
MacNeil et al., 2009; National School Climate Council, 2007).  One way to understand the 
difference between the two terms is that climate can be categorized as the “mood or attitude” of a 
school, and culture is shared values, beliefs, and behaviors of individuals within the school 
(Çakiroğlu, Akkan, & Guven (2012).  
Cohen et al. (2009) explains, 
School climate is more than individual experience: It is a larger group phenomenon than 
any one person’s experience. School climate, or the character of the school, refer to 
spheres of school life (e.g., safety, relationships, teaching and learning, the environment) 
and larger organizational patterns (e.g., from fragmented to cohesive or “shared” vision, 
healthy or unhealthy, conscious or unrecognized) (p.182).  
These collective experiences are based on a school’s values, expectations, and relationships—
their culture. While school climate can be defined in several ways, all the definitions agree that a 
healthy or positive school climate refers to an environment that promotes learning and the 
wellbeing of students and faculty (Zullig K., Matthews M.R., 2014). A harmful or unhealthy 
climate may be reflective of a learning environment negatively impacted by outside forces, poor 
leadership, or poor school culture (Hoy & Hoy, 2003).  
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Understanding the crucial role of a school climate is necessary when implementing 
reform (Fulton, Yoon, & Lee, 2005). The research commissioned by the Center for Spiritual and 
Ethical Education (CSEE) recorded the results from 40 school leaders (principals, 
superintendents, state departments of education, and national level leaders) from across the 
United States (MMS Education, 2006). Of the 40 school leaders' interviews, over 90% indicated 
that school climate was an area of interest and focus. Also, 82% suggested that their building's 
climate was an “extremely important” or “significant” topic. Leaders are aware that the building 
climate affects the educational environment as a whole and the success or failure of reform 
initiatives.   
 Perceptions of school climate are significant, since the perception of a positive school 
climate has a positive impact on teachers and students, motivating both teachers and students to 
teach and learn to the best of their ability (Bulach, 1994; as cited in Center for the Study of 
School Climate, 2011). The school climate guides how educators feel about being in their 
educational environment and how it impacts their teaching. In addition to creating an 
environment that increases teacher retention, recent research shows that a school's climate can 
increase or minimize emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and feelings of low personal 
accomplishment (Grayson & Alvarez, 2008; Higgins-D’Alessandro, 2002). The National 
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future argues that poor school climate is an essential 
factor contributing to teacher departure from the profession (Fulton, Yoon, & Lee, 2005). 
Understanding the differences and similarities between culture and climate gives a more 
precise instrument by which school reform may be implemented more effectively. Climate is the 
main result of the effects of the developed culture, which means that if school leaders want to 
shape a new culture, they should start assessing the climate. If the culture is negative, there are 
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probably climate issues missed before becoming rooted in the culture. (Gruenert, 2008). 
Everything in the environment, including what you hear, feel, see, and smell, are artifacts of the 
culture. The culture influences reaction to each of these senses because culture taps into belief 
systems and helps decide preferences, dislikes, who to trust, when to go home, what to wear, 
how fast to drive, and how to teach. The culture will provide you with information about customs 
and how you should react to certain situations. To implement a strategy designed to change our 
mood or climate is certainly not the same as one that targets our belief systems or culture. 
School leaders who want to implement significant curriculum reform, such as magnet 
programming, must understand the educational environment's culture and climate before 
undertaking such a change.  The data presented here looks at culture and climate elements in the 
first and second year of magnet programming implementation and suggests a shift in both 
elementary buildings' culture and climate during the implementation process. 
 
Culture and Climate in Magnet Schools 
Although there is limited research on the culture and climate specifically for magnet 
schools, some older studies address the subject. Farmer and Farmer (2000) found that magnet 
schools' social interactions were often different from traditional schools due to the perceived 
level of autonomy and specialized curriculum that magnet schools required.  A study by Voight, 
Austin, and Hanson (2013) indicates that in a magnet school:  
Climate may have more to do with its success than the resources at its disposal. 
This result implies that things like high expectations for students, caring 
relationships between teachers and students, and feeling safe at school are more 
associated with success than teacher or administrator experience or student 
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support services staff ratios. In two schools with identical staff in terms of roles, 
experiences, and education, the school with a better climate has a much greater 
probability of being successful, (p.27). 
Magnet schools have a specialized curriculum that is expected to affect the academic and 
social climate positively. However, Moore and Esselman (1994) found “that teacher efficacy, 
both personal and teaching, were influenced by the context of the workplace” (p.13). In addition, 
the level of efficacy, or security in the level of positive change, by enhancing classroom-based 
decision-making authority, such as magnet implementation, was found to be a positive influence 
on personal beliefs, opinions, and attitudes (Moore and Esselman, 1994).  While the literature is 
scarce on magnet implementation effects on culture and climate in recent research, that only 
strengthens the need for my study.  All literature that addresses magnet schools' culture and 




This study looks at teachers’ perspectives on culture and climate in an educational 
environment over two years, the year prior to magnet implementation, and the new magnet 
program's first year. The magnet grant was presented and approved by the staff and building 
administration in the year prior to implementation through detailed planning during school 
improvement and professional development times. In the first year of the magnet program, the 
schools recruited students using the new magnet theme, and teachers were expected to use the 
magnet theme in their teaching.  
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The data that were analyzed for this paper come from the federal evaluators of the MSAP 
Grant, Magnet Educational Evaluators (MEE, a pseudonym). This research and the consulting 
firm uses interdisciplinary project teams to collect a wide array of data and develop biannual 
reports on magnet implementation; they conduct surveys, interviews, and on-site observations to 
provide information to shape policies and programs as schools and districts progress through 
each year of the grant MEE distributes and analyzes survey data from school staff and 
community members each year that a school is receiving an MSAP grant. 
 
Research Site and Participants 
This study's district is within a mid-sized midwestern city that is home to a large research 
university. In the city, a majority of residents are white (64.8%), with lower proportions of 
African American (15.6%), Asian (10.6%), Hispanic (6.3%), and two or more races (3%), with a 
28.3% poverty rate (U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015). The community is 
geographically segregated, with the white majority and many of the resources concentrated in the 
South End, where the university is located. The North End has a higher concentration of the 
city’s African American, Hispanic, and low-income families.  
Within the district, the student population does not reflect that of the community as a 
whole. There are almost equal proportions of White (37.2%) and African American (35.0%) 
students, with fewer Hispanic (11.1%), Asian (9.4%), and multi-racial (7.0%) students. The 
proportion of low-income students (54.2%) is almost twice that of the broader community 
(28.3%). This is partly due to an aging white population and somewhat of white students' 
enrollment in independent and religious schools. The district has 17 schools, including 12 
elementary schools. As a result of a 1996 consent decree concerning disparities in access and 
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achievement for African American students, the district developed a school choice plan in which 
parents could select an elementary school outside of their neighborhood. Students would be 
admitted through a lottery process. The primary purpose of this plan was to increase racial 
desegregation across the district.  
Twenty years later, school segregation persisted, especially in schools that were located 
in the North End. The district looked to magnet schools to attract more white families to choose 
schools in the North End to address this. In 2017, central office administrators applied for and 
received a Magnet School Assistance Program (MSAP) grant to convert two North End 
elementary schools into magnet schools. These two schools, Mathematics and Engineering 
Leadership Academy (MELA) and Academy of the Integrated Arts (AIA) are the focus of this 
study; they were selected because of the degree of minority group isolation. The proportion of 
African American students to the student body as a whole exceeds the district average by more 
than 15 percentage points. The schools also have a significant portion of students eligible for free 
and reduced lunch that exceeds the district-wide average. Both schools also have struggled to 
raise levels of student achievement as measured by state assessments.  
 MELA is a K-5 elementary school with 400 students. 90% of students qualify as low-
income, and 25% are English learners. The student body is 65% African American, 20% 
Hispanic, 10% white, and 10% two or more races. Before becoming a science-themed magnet 
under the 2017 MASP grant, the same building had housed an International Baccalaureate 
Primary Years Programme. Within the community, residents of the MELA neighborhood have 
shared pride and satisfaction with their neighborhood school, regardless of the theme; for district 
residents outside of the neighborhood, most of whom are white, fears about crime and safety, 
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based on the deficit, racist views of the community, led them not to choose MELA for their 
children.  
 AIA is a K-5 elementary school with 500 students. Over two-thirds qualify as low-
income, 28% are designated English learners, 65% are African American, 10% are Hispanic, 
15% are white, and 10% are two or more races. Before receiving the 2017 MASP grant, the 
school had housed a leadership-themed magnet program. 
 Educators and community members from both MELA and AIA were involved in the 
magnet planning process with central office administrators to choose the new theme 
accompanying the 2017 MASP grant. All teachers were provided professional development by 
district-sponsored facilitators around the new theme prior to the first year of implementation. In 
addition, each school established a magnet steering committee made up of the principal, 




This study examines secondary data from the MEE survey of all teachers at both 
elementary schools in March 2018, the year before implementation, and August 2019, during the 
summer after the first year of implementation. The survey asks about teachers’ involvement and 
perceptions regarding the magnet grant.  The questions focused on their participation in various 
magnet program activities, satisfaction with the magnet program.  The survey uses a four- and 
five-point Likert Scale. Likert scales allow individuals to express how much they agree or 
disagree with a statement (McLeod, 2019).  
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All teachers from both schools were invited to participate in the survey. Additionally, 
reading interventionists, music, art, physical education, and English Language Learner teachers 
were included in the AIA surveys for both years. Individuals in these positions were invited to 
complete the survey in Year Two at MELA. For AIA, in Year One, 44 out of 47 teachers 
completed the survey, and 42 out of 46 teachers did so in Year Two. For MELA, in Year One, 29 
out of 42 teachers completed the survey, and 41 out of 48 teachers did so in Year Two.  
MEE shared the results of their surveys with school and district administrators and 
teacher leaders. The data were aggregated at the school level, so it was impossible to 
disaggregate by grade level, teachers’ years of experience, certification, or other teacher 
characteristics. Instead, MEE provided summary data tables for each question. 
 
Data Analysis 
I first identified specific survey items related to the research questions for this study. I 
chose nine survey items related to levels of involvement, amount of satisfaction, and perceptions 
of preparation for implementing the magnet programming and curriculum. I then took the 
summary data tables for each year and compared the responses over the two years. 
Since the level of satisfaction with a new policy implementation indicates the teachers' 
mood or attitudes (Blackman, 2016), we identified nine key questions that measured the level of 
satisfaction for various aspects of the magnet program and its implementation.  When analyzing 
these data, it is essential to note that there were four options on the Likert scale for Year One, 
and there were five options on Year Two.  Year One did not include a “not satisfied” option.  
When analyzing these data, it is essential to compare the levels of satisfaction from Year One to 
Year Two. Still, it will also be necessary to note the levels of “not satisfied” reported in Year 
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Two. I created a table comparing teacher responses on the March 2018 and August 2019 survey 
for each survey item. Because the survey data were shared without standard deviations, I am 
unable to conduct tests of significance; instead, I descriptively compared responses within 




 Overall, the findings suggest that although the level of involvement increased from 
Planning Year One to Implementation Year Two, the level of satisfaction with elements of the 
implementation decreased. Also, while more teachers reported feeling more prepared for 
implementing the magnet initiatives, there was a consistent decrease in satisfaction with the 
magnet programming on both campuses. These findings suggest that the magnet's theme was not 
a considerable influence on the teacher’s perceptions of the implementation.  
 
Involvement in Magnet Planning and Programming 
 Teachers in both schools reported greater involvement in magnet programming in the 
Year Two of data collection, the first year of magnet implementation.  Beginning with MELA, 
the teacher involvement for the meetings to plan the magnet program and curriculum went from 
24% (8/29) medium or high participation in 2018 to 44% (17/44) medium or high involvement in 
2019 (see Table 1).  That shows that more teachers reported being engaged in planning the 
magnet theme from year one to year two. In developing a magnet curriculum, although 28% 
(8/29) said medium involvement in 2018, 0% felt they had high participation in the development 
of the curriculum.  Those percentages increased in year two to 30% (12/44) with medium 
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involvement and 5% (2/44) with high involvement.  Looking at the numbers of teachers involved 
in curricular development, the growth went from 8 teachers in 2018 to 20 teachers in 2019. 
 In the first two years of the magnet program (planning year one and implementation year 
two), district administrators provided professional development responsible for working with the 
district’s magnet schools.  Each magnet building had a site coordinator, a magnet teaching 
specialist, and an instructional coach. They were responsible for providing professional 
development for teachers on the skills and instructional strategies needed to implement the 
magnet program's goals successfully.  The data between the two years remains consistent, with 
55% of the teachers having some level of involvement in professional development in 2018 and 
65% in 2019.  Because the second year of the survey had a higher participation rate, this 
difference of 10% appears higher when looking at the number of individuals: 16 teachers 
participated in professional development in 2018, while 26 teachers participated in 2019.   
 
 
Table 1: MELA Survey Results, 2018 and 2019, on Involvement in Magnet Programming 
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The AIA data shows relatively small amounts of change from year one to year two, 
trending toward slightly less involvement overall (see Table 2). Teacher involvement for the 
meetings to plan the magnet program and curriculum went from 61% medium or high 
participation in 2018 to 54% medium or high involvement in 2019.  In developing a magnet 
curriculum, 52% felt they had a medium or high level of involvement in year one compared to 
47% in the second year. 
 
Table 2: AIA Survey Results, 2018 and 2019, on Involvement in Magnet Programming 
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For AIA, the involvement in the implementation of the magnet curriculum was higher in 
Year One, with 63% of the teachers feeling medium or high involvement.  The second-year had a 
slight drop in magnet implementation as the percentage of teachers that thought they had a high 
or medium degree of involvement went to 54%. While the decrease was only nine percentage 
points, the numbers showed that six teachers decreased their engagement level with the 
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implementation in 2019 compared to 2018.  For involvement in professional development related 
to the magnet theme, the data remained close to 59% reporting medium or high involvement in 
2018 and 62% in 2019.  The 3% difference was the result of a one-teacher difference. 
During the planning year before implementation (Year One of the survey), only 29% 
(9/29) were satisfied to very satisfied with the dissemination of information about the magnet 
program.  This increased after Year Two, with 80% (32/41) indicating some level of satisfaction 
with the means of providing information.  The number of teachers that report being satisfied with 
staff development increase about 3% from year one to year two, with the numbers remaining 
consistent for the percentages indicated.  The number of teachers reporting satisfaction with the 
level of support dropped within the two years, from 93% reporting some degree of satisfaction in 
year one, falling to 69% in year two.  The number of teachers reporting satisfaction at some level 
with the opportunities provided for planning magnet curriculum also dropped from 90% in year 
one to 68% in the second year.  Also, teachers’ reports of satisfaction for the curriculum's quality 
and content decreased from 76% in Year One to 55% in Year Two, with 33% reporting that the 
magnet curriculum does not apply to their instruction.  Teachers’ satisfaction with time provided 
to plan and implement the magnet curriculum decreased as well.   
 
Table 3:MELA Survey Results, 2018 and 2019, on Satisfaction of Magnet program Elements 
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For AIA, satisfaction with the process of disseminating information dropped slightly 
from 93% in 2018 to 83% in 2019 (see Table 4).  Teachers showed a 95% satisfaction rate 
around staff development in year one and a 91% satisfaction rate in year two.  Ninety-three 
percent of teachers reported being satisfied with the support and coaching around the magnet 
theme in Year One but dropped to 66% in Year Two.  Ninety-eight percent of teachers reported 
satisfaction in the opportunities to be involved in magnet planning and curriculum development 
in 2018, but 83% said this in 2019.  Ninety-one percent of teachers reported being satisfied with 
the magnet curriculum's quality; however, that number dropped to 80% by Year Two.   
 
Table 3 (cont.) 
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Table 4: AIA Survey Results, 2018 and 2019, on Satisfaction of Magnet program Elements 
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The teachers' level of preparation to implement the magnet curriculum saw a substantial 
increase for MELA and AIA between the two years (see Table 5).  For MELA, only 57% felt 
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prepared for the first year of implementation in the Year One survey, with 0% feeling they were 
prepared well, and 29% feeling that they were not prepared at all.  This increased in Year Two, 
with 75% feeling somewhat and very well prepared, and only one teacher or 2% felt not prepared 
at all.  While no teachers felt very well prepared in Year One, seven teachers reported they felt 
well-prepared in Year Two.  For AIA, there was an increase in the feeling of preparation going 
from 51% in 2018 to 83% in 2019.  This is a substantial jump when looking at the relatively 
same population size.  In addition, the percentages of the teachers that did not feel prepared at all 
did decrease from 15% in Year One to only 5% in Year Two. 
 
Table 5: MELA and AIA Survey Results, 2018 and 2019, on Extent of Professional Development 
for Preparation for Magnet Implementation 
 

























































The first question to guide the study asks how teachers perceive the magnet school 
implementation over time, within and between both schools.  Survey data show varying levels of 
satisfaction with the essential components of the magnet implementation process.  Interestingly, 
the difference in the indicators from the 2018 survey to the 2019 survey, including the response 
choice of “not satisfied” in the second survey.  The data suggest that at both MELA and AIA, 
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satisfaction with the elements that likely support a positive culture and climate, such as 
dissemination of essential information, staff professional development, coaching, and the 
opportunities for involvement, all decreased from the planning year prior to implementation to 
the end of the first year of implementation. As stated earlier, the climate can be categorized as 
the “mood or attitude” of the school (Çakiroğlu, Akkan, & Guven (2012).  
  Dissatisfaction with critical elements likely affects both moods and attitudes described 
above and would affect the teachers' enthusiasm and motivation with the implementation efforts. 
When school faculty share a clear understanding of the purpose of reform, they are more likely 
to strive to ensure that things work well; however, when individuals’ expectations, beliefs, 
values, attitudes, ideas, and behaviors not aligned, school culture will likely lead to poor 
implementation (MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009).  Ideally, teacher satisfaction would be on a 
steady increase throughout the magnet implementation plan, ensuring that the teachers maintain 
their commitment to the magnet programming's objectives aligned to MacNeil, Prater's 
suggestions Busch (2009). 
One primary difference in satisfaction levels between the two schools is teachers' 
percentages that reported that the survey questions do not apply to them. At MELA in the 
planning year, between 10% and 24% (3/29 and 7/29) reported that the implementation 
initiatives did not apply to them.  That number increased to between 10% and 38% (4/42 and 
15/42), saying the implementation did not apply to them in year two.  At AIA in the planning 
year, one between 5% and 16% (2/44 and 7/44) reported the magnet programming did not apply 
to them, while during the second year for implementation remained close to the same with 
between 5% and 17% (2/42 and 7/42) reporting that the magnet initiatives did not apply to them. 
101 
 
This lack of application may relate to the type of magnet theme. At MELA, the theme 
focuses primarily on math, engineering, and leadership.  The magnet theme at AIA centers 
around arts integration.  Music and art teachers would theoretically find it easier to apply an arts 
integration theme to their instruction. In contrast, they may find it more challenging to integrate 
math or engineering into their subjects.  Reading interventionists and teachers working with 
emergent bilingual students may also find it easier to integrate the creative arts into their work 
and, again, may have more significant struggles integrating math and engineering.  At either 
school, it is possible that interventionists saw their work solely as supporting reading or language 
development and not integral to the magnet theme. Because of the way that MEE shared data, it 
was not possible to disaggregate responses by role; this is an important direction for future 
research.  
Further research in the form of focus groups or interviews is needed to provide a more 
profound and more nuanced understanding of teachers’ levels of satisfaction and involvement in 
magnet implementation. Using a mixed-methods approach, these additional data would add to 
the study's depth by identifying teachers’ qualitative perceptions, the reasons behind their survey 
answers, and potential reasons for the drop in satisfaction between the two years.  Suppose the 
level of satisfaction relates to the moods and attitudes previously identified as indicators of 
culture and perceptions of the magnet implementation. In that case, the data suggest that opinions 
have turned slightly more negative between year one and year two. According to Deal and 
Peterson (1999), “School culture influences what people pay attention to (focus), how they 
identify with the school (commitment), how hard they work (motivation), and the degree to 
which they achieve their goals (productivity)” (p. 10). The level of satisfaction for the magnet 
implementation would affect such culture influences.  Additional research into the causes for this 
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drop in satisfaction would be useful for school leaders in efforts to avoid such challenges with 
other policy and reform implementations. 
By contrast, teachers' level of involvement in planning, development, and implementation 
of magnet programming increased at both schools.  However, the percentages of instructional 
staff that reported no involvement suggest that too many teachers continue not to be involved in 
this significant school focus shift.  Preexisting knowledge and opinions can strongly influence 
the teacher's reaction and understanding of a new policy, including their level of engagement and 
buy-in (Coburn, 2005).   This may be the result of specialized teachers, including interventions 
and specials teachers, not seeing the magnet theme as applicable to their role  
 The feeling of preparation and preparedness to implement the magnet curriculum also 
went up at both schools.  This data suggests a stark contrast to the standards of satisfaction 
reported, with higher preparation but lower satisfaction.  While teachers felt more involved and 
prepared for the magnet program in the second year, they also felt less satisfaction with many 
critical elements of the implementation process and the supports provided for instruction. When 
individuals’ expectations, beliefs, values, attitudes, ideas, and behaviors not aligned, school 
culture will likely lead to poor implementation (MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009).  
 
Implications and Conclusion 
 This study has implications for teachers, building administration, and district 
administration.  For teachers, data imply that more involvement does not, by definition, equate to 
higher satisfaction.  While these findings are not generalizable, this pattern is worth noting.  With 
magnet programming, there comes a higher expectation for teacher involvement in developing 
curriculum, professional development, and increased collaboration (Slavit, D., Nelson, T.H. & 
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Lesseig, K., 2016). So, although there is an increase in the percentages of teacher involvement, 
there is no indication of whether that results from the required expectations or a result of teachers 
fully supporting the magnet theme.   Teachers who are part of schools that convert into magnet 
schools and adopt specialized programming would benefit from a thorough study of the existing 
culture and climate, exact expectations for the grant implementation, and detailed explanation for 
the required increase in involvement and participation. 
 For building administration, understanding that involvement and satisfaction are not 
linked is critical. Principals should engage in efforts to understand teachers’ satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction with the magnet theme so that they can work to raise teachers’ satisfaction with 
the process of implementation. According to Gruenert (2008), the climate is the main result of 
the effects of the developed culture, which means that if school leaders want to shape a new 
culture, they should start assessing the climate. Principals could address this by performing a 
culture and climate assessment before and during the reform process to establish a baseline on 
the educational environment.  More frequently than once a year, regular check-ins are needed to 
provide better feedback that principals can address immediately.  Suppose building 
administrators discover that the teachers are not satisfied with the magnet programming level. In 
that case, that is a problem that should be addressed as soon as possible.  
            The building administration has control over many of the survey elements, including 
professional development, the time allowed for implementation, and information dissemination. 
What is required generally gets done—such as completing a professional development session, 
but that does not mean that teachers will be satisfied or feel prepared. Understanding how 
teachers respond to policy, instead of focusing on compliance, is more fruitful in creating change 
(Spillane, Reiser, & Reimer, 2002). Policies get transformed, reshaped, and adapted as 
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individuals interpret, engage, and respond to them (Jiang, Sporte, & Luppesce, 2015). This 
process results from the learning, changing, and growth of the individual as they form, reflect, 
adapt to, or avoid the change required of them (Spillane, Reiser, & Reimer, 2002).  By receiving 
feedback on a more frequent basis, building administrators can support the building's culture and 
climate by addressing these issues as they occur instead of a reflection of what happened the 
previous year, which cannot be remedied at that point. 
 At the district level, the district magnet staff should be mindful of teachers’ involvement 
and satisfaction with magnet programming and how that connects to each building's culture and 
climate.  Since the district level works with different buildings and different themes, it is vital 
that each building is assessed through the lens of its adopted theme. Different buildings require 
different supports from the central office. Integrating the arts across multiple subjects may be 
more comfortable for teachers than integrating math and engineering into numerous disciplines. 
Schwartz (2015) explains “weaving the arts into everything they do and finding that the approach 
not only boosts academic achievement but also promotes creativity, self-confidence, and school 
pride” (p.1). Since the arts integration supports more creativity than the more structured math 
and engineering concepts, it suggests that teachers would have more opportunities for the arts. 
The district staff must support teachers in all content areas as they learn about and integrate the 
theme into their instruction.   
 The study introduces the importance of culture and climate in the implementation of 
policies, reform, and curriculum changes when a school converts into a magnet school with a 
specialized theme.  The data suggests at these two schools that while the level of involvement in 
the process increased, the satisfaction with the implementation decreased. Despite the limitations 
of the small sample, these findings support the literature on policy implementation in that culture 
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and climate is an essential element that must be included, assessed, evaluated, and planned for 
long term reform.   
While there is research documenting the academic outcomes for reform and magnet 
implementation, more research needs to be obtained on the impact on the teachers who must 
initiate the changes.  Culture and climate have a strong influence over academic success, so it 
suggests that understanding the educational environment and creating formative measures for 
assessing the culture and climate would also impact the academic success of the initiative.  
Suggestions for further research have been made throughout the study, but in summary, one set a 
survey data does not paint a complete culture and climate picture.  Only by comparing the 
quantitative data with qualitative data through a mixed-methods approach can you fully 
understand the motivations, perceptions, opinions, and beliefs of the educators who are 
















Betts, J., Kimitto, S., Levin, J., Bos, J., & Eaton, M. (2015).  What happens when schools 
become magnet schools? A longitudinal study of diversity and achievement. Retrieved  
from https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED556800.pdf 
Blackman, H. (2016). Teacher sensemaking: A case study of the implementation of the Giffin 
model. Retrieved from https://repository.upenn.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article= 
3980&context=edissertations 
Blank, R. (1983). The effects of magnet schools on the quality of education in urban 
school districts. The Phi Delta Kappan, 66(4), 270-272. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20387314 
Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka (1). (n.d.). Oyez. Retrieved July 23, 2019, from 
https://www.oyez.org/cases/1940-1955/347us483 
Bulach, C. R. (2001) A 4-step process for identifying and reshaping school culture. Principal 
Leadership, 1(8), 48–51 
Çakiroğlu, Ü., Akkan, Y., & Güven, B. (2012). Analyzing the effect of web-based 
instruction applications to school culture within technology integration. Educational 
Sciences: Theory & Practice, 12, 1043-1048. 
Center for the Study of School Climate. (2011). School climate surveys. Retrieved from 
http://schoolclimatesurvey.com/surveys. html 






Coburn, C. E. (2005). Collective sensemaking about reading: How teachers mediate reading 
policy in their professional communities. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 
23(2), 145–170. https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737023002145 
Cohen, J., Michelli, N.M., & Pickerall, N.M. (2009). School climate: Research, policy, teacher 
education, and practice. Teachers College Record Vol 111(1):180-213. 
Cohen, J., McCabe, E., Michelli, N., & Pickeral, T. (2009). School climate: Research, policy, 
practice, and teacher education. Teachers College Record, 111, 180-213.  
Deal T. E., & Peterson, K. D. (1999). Shaping school culture. San Francisco, CA: John Wiley & 
Sons. 
Farmer, B.W. & Farmer, E.I. (2000), Organizational structures of teachers in traditional and 
magnet schools in a large urban school district. Education and urban society. 33(1), 60-
73. 
Fink, E. and Resnick, L. B. (2001) Developing principals as instructional leaders. Phi Delta 
Kappan, 82, 598–606. 
Fullan, M. (2007) Leading in a culture of change. San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass. 
Fulton, K., Yoon, I. & Lee, C. (2005). Introduction into learning communities. Prepared for the 
national commission on teaching and America’s future. Retrieved from 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED494581.pdf 
Grayson, J. L., & Alvarez, H. K. (2008). School climate factors relating to teacher burnout: A 






Gruenert, S. (2008). They are not the same thing. National Association of Elementary School 
Principles. Retrieved from http:// www.naesp.org/resources/2/Principal/2008/M-
Ap56.pdf  
Higgins-D’Alessandro, A. (2002). The necessity of teacher development. In A. Higgins 
D’Alessandro, & K. Jankowski (Eds.), Science for society: Informing policy and practice 
through research in developmental psychology. Chicago, IL: Jossey-Bass. 
Hinds, H. (2017). Drawn to success: How do integrated magnet schools work? Retrieved from 
http://rides.gse.harvard.edu/files/gse-rides/files/rides_ 
drawn_to_success_how_do_integrated_magnet_schools_work.pdf 
Horsford, S. D. (2011). Vestiges of desegregation: Superintendent perspectives on 
educational inequality and (dis) integration in the Post–Civil Rights era. Urban 
Education, 46(1), 34-54. 
Hoy, A. W., & Hoy, W. K. (2003). Instructional leadership: A research-based guide to learning 
in schools. Boston: Pearson. 
Jiang, J. Y., Sporte, S. E., & Luppescu, S. (2015). Teacher perspectives on evaluation reform: 
Chicago’s REACH students. Educational Researcher, 44(2), 105–116. 
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X15575517 
King, M. L. (1962/1986). The ethical demands for integration. In J. M. Washington (Ed.), A 
testament of hope: The essential writings and speeches of Martin Luther King, Jr. (pp. 
117-125). New York, NY: HarperCollins. 
 
Leithwood, K., Louis, K., Anderson, S. and Wahlstrom, K. (2001). How leadership influences 
student learning. New York: The Wallace Foundation. 
109 
 
MacNeil, A.J., Prater, D.L. & Busch, S.  (2009). The effects of school culture and climate on 
student achievement, International Journal of Leadership in Education, 12:1, 73-84, 
DOI: 10.1080/13603120701576241 
Magnet Schools of America. (2019). A brief history of magnet schools. Retrieved from 
https://magnet.edu/brief-history-of-magnets 
McLeod, S. (2019). Likert scale definition, examples, and analysis. Retrieved from 
https://www.simplypsychology.org/likert-scale.html 
Moore, W.P. & Esselman, M.E. (1994). Exploring the context of teacher efficacy: The role of 
achievement and climate. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association (New Orleans, LA, April 4-8, 1994). Retrieved from 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED370919.pdf 
Muncey, D. E., & McQuillan, P. J. (1996). Reform and resistance in schools and classrooms: An 
ethnographic view of the Coalition of Essential Schools. New Haven: Yale University 
Press. 
Oakes, J. (1992). Can tracking research inform practice? Technical, normative, and political 
considerations. Educational Researcher, 21(4), 12-21. 
Ogletree, C. J. (2004). All deliberate speed: Reflections on the first half-century of Brown v. 
Board of Education. New York, NY: Norton 
Rossell, C. (2005). Magnet schools: No longer famous but still intact, Education Next. 
Retrieved from https://educationnext.org/files/ednext20052_44.pdf 
 
Saporito, S. & Sohoni, D. (2006). Coloring outside the lines: racial segregation in public schools 
 and their attendance boundaries. Sociology of Education, 79(2), 81-105. 
110 
 
 Retrieved from www.jstor.org/stable/25054306 
Schmidt, M., & Datnow, A. (2005). Teachers’ sensemaking about comprehensive school 
reform: The influence of emotions. Teaching and Teacher Education, 21, 949-965. 
Schwartz, K. (2015). How integrating arts into other subjects makes learning come alive. 
Retrieved from https://www.kqed.org/mindshift/38576/how-integrating-arts-into-other-
subjects-makes-learning-come-alive 
Shafer, L. (2018). Building a strong school culture. Retrieved from 
https://www.gse.harvard.edu/news/uk/18/09/building-strong-school-culture 
Slavit, D., Nelson, T.H. & Lesseig, K. (2016). The teachers’ role in developing, opening and 
nurturing an inclusive STEM-focused school. IJ STEM Ed 3, doi:10.1186/s40594-016-
0040-5 
Soledad, A.M. (2014). Does the reconstitution process improve a school? Case of Hacienda 
Heights. Retrieved from https://jber-ojs-tamiu.tdl.org/jber/index.php/jber/article 
viewFile/7282/6527 
Spillane, J. P., Reiser, B. J., & Reimer, T. (2002). Policy implementation and cognition: 
Reframing and refocusing implementation research. Review of Educational Research, 
72(3), 387–431. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543072003387 
Spillane, J. P., & Zeuli, J. S. (1998). Reform and teaching: Exploring patterns of practice in the 
context of national and state mathematics reforms. Educational Evaluation and Policy 
Analysis, 21(1), 1–27. https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737021001001 
 




Terhart, E.  (2013) Teacher resistance against school reform: reflecting an inconvenient truth, 
School Leadership & Management, 33:5, 486-500, DOI: 10.1080/13632434.2013.793494 
U.S. Department of Education (2019). Magnet schools assistance. Retrieved from 
https://www2.ed.gov/programs/magnet/legislation.html 
U.S. Department of Education, Office of Innovation and Improvement (2004).  
Innovations in education: Creating successful magnet schools programs. Retrieved from  
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/comm/choice/magnet/report.pdf 
U.S. Department of Education, Office of Innovation and Improvement (2008). Creating 
and sustaining successful K–8 magnet schools. Retrieved from 
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/comm/choice/magnet-k8/magnetk-8.pdf 
Voight, A., Austin, G. & Hanson, T. (2013). A climate for academic success: How school 
climate distinguishes schools that are beating the odds. Retrieved from 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED559741.pdf 
Waller, W. (1932). The sociology of teaching. New York: J. Wiley & Sons. 
Zullig K., Matthews M.R. (2014) School climate. In: Michalos A.C. (eds) Encyclopedia of  










CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION 
Magnet School Programming 
 Magnet schools are currently a popular form of public school choice aimed at 
desegregating schools while offering unique programming. They might focus on educational 
themes like Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM), Visual and 
Performing Arts, International Baccalaureate, International Studies, World Languages, and 
Career and Technical Education (CTE).  Magnet schools are intended to attract students from 
diverse race, academic, and socio-economic backgrounds and are maintained within the public 
school system. Currently, there are 4,340 public schools implementing magnet programming, 
educating over 3.5 million students nationwide (MSA, 2021). 
 Since their inception in Tacoma, Washington, in 1968, magnet schools have sought to 
implement school enrollment policies to desegregate and reduce racial isolation. In other words, 
school leaders hoped to make the school a “magnet” that would attract a new student 
demographic, ideally attracting white students to a predominately Black student body (Chen, 
2019).  Subsequently, magnet schools have continued to develop a multitude of purposes, 
initiatives, and challenges. Grounded in the theory that magnet schools could be used as a tool 
for desegregation, the federal government supporting magnet schools in creating programs that 
were so unique, that families from all racial and ethnic backgrounds would be drawn to enroll, 
regardless of location or neighborhood (Rossell, 2005). The magnet school would be an 
educational environment that offered a particular theme and curriculum that would not be 
available in other areas. Magnet schools were expected to create the foundation of systemic 
education reforms, with rigorous academic content and high achievement standards (Howard, 
2014). While magnet school programming has become an increasing attractive choice within 
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diverse public school systems, continued research is needed to develop nuanced understandings 
of what magnet schools look like in different settings and through different lenses. Polikoff & 
Hardaway (2017) suggest 
 While magnet schools are just under 4 percent of the schools in the U.S., they serve 6.7 
 percent of our students. This reflects the fact that magnet schools are very large on 
 average—798 students, as compared to 380 in charters. In fact, according to the Common 
 Core of Data, magnet schools serve more total students (2.52 million) than charter 
 schools (2.19 million) (para. 6). 
If magnet schools are reflecting student population numbers into the millions and are currently 
chosen more the charter schools, it suggests that magnet programs are becoming a more 
prevalent school choice.  When school districts consider implementing substantial change in 
policy, curriculum, and the learning environment of the school, several related factors need to be 
examined including specific areas that explore magnet programming under specific contextual 
frames.  
 Using a three-article dissertation format, three unique but interrelated aspects of magnet 
school implementation were explored. I now will discuss each article in summary, connections, 
purpose, and further research. The first article examines the successful initiatives that have been 
used in magnet program implementation by other districts.  The second article explores 
desegregation initiatives, which has been a main tenet for magnet implementation, and how it has 
impacted efforts in a small urban district. The third article looks directly at the impact the 
implementing a magnet program can have on the culture and climate of a building. These articles 
can be examined in isolation or as an interrelated chapter of the paper as a whole reference of 
connection for nonacademic effects for magnet programming. 
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Essential Elements for Magnet School Success 
 Considering the adoption of a magnet theme and curriculum is a process that requires 
research, planning, and preparation. It can be helpful to learn from other school districts about 
the implementation of successful magnet programming as schools move ahead with their 
planning. The purpose of the research brief was to provide a summary of magnet programming 
essential elements based on a review of existing literature, analysis of successful programs, and 
recommendations for policy implementation that exemplify the factors in creating and sustaining 
a successful magnet school initiative.  This article is a brief overview of what elements have 
contributed to current successful magnet programs.  It was written as a brief to provide for 
reflection and discussion when looking at the district planning for a magnet program.  The 
intended audience would be district level administrators or school boards as a springboard for 
discussion. It even provides guiding questions on each essential element to assist with specific 
discussion points and proactive planning. The Department of Education's Office of Innovation 
and Improvement (2008) explains, "By researching successful magnet programs and schools, by 
finding out what themes have been successful elsewhere, a district, and any school that wishes to 
become a magnet can often avoid having to "reinvent the wheel." (p.7). By referencing 
established literature including Magnet Schools of America (MSA, 2021), U.S. Department of 
Education (DOE, 2021), and the Magnet School Development Framework (Walton et al., 2018 p. 
6-7), several themes emerge for the identification of five essential elements for a successful 
magnet program.   
 These essential elements include the development of Innovative Curriculum and 
Instruction with appealing and sustainable themes and high-quality instruction systems. Walton 
et al. (2018) suggests,  
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 "In magnet schools, curricular and instructional approaches should be the theme and 
 evidence-based; interdisciplinary and dynamic; rigorous and relevant; and tailored to the  
 needs, interests, and talents of the individual learners to ensure equitable academic 
 success for all students" (p.7).  
Human Resources are significant through selecting, developing, and sustaining quality staff, 
powerful and relevant professional development, and communication between stakeholders. 
Programs get transformed, reshaped, and adapted as individuals interpret, engage, and respond to 
them (Jiang, Sporte, & Luppesce, 2015). A teacher's understanding and reaction to a new magnet 
program depend on their preexisting knowledge and perceptions, as well as their engagement and 
buy-in (Coburn, 2005). Leadership with management should be specifically tailored for the 
magnet program implementation and sustainability and administrative and district support on 
both the building level and central office. The leadership team, including the building level 
administration, instructional leaders, and central office administrators, oversee the strategic 
management of student enrollment, finding evidence evidence-based solutions for creating 
academically rigorous, theme integrated curriculum and instruction that engage students' 
backgrounds and experiences and promote the magnet school goals, equitable student outcomes, 
and learner-centered instruction (Walton et al., 2018). Addressing Issues of Racial Equity 
includes specific policies and initiatives to address desegregation, integration, and equity 
initiatives and enrollment management and school choice. Due to magnet schools not being 
limited to school attendance zones, which often reflect residential segregation, magnets can be 
used to attract students of different races across traditional school boundaries, reducing racial 
isolation and increasing student body diversity (Bifulco, Cobb, & Bell, 2009; Davis, 2014).  
116 
 
Family Resources and Community Partnerships promoting partnerships with local community 
organizations, authentic family engagement opportunities, and community integration into the 
magnet program. Mhoon (2007) suggests "Generally speaking, the more intentional parents are 
about selecting a school, the more involved they are in the education process. Greater parental 
involvement strengthens schools (p.2)." After analysis of these elements and the inclusion of 
real-world examples from multiple school districts, as a district moves forward with 
implementing a magnet program, there are recommendations for each essential element. 
  Innovative curriculum and instruction include reaching out to all stakeholders when 
identifying a sustainable theme and integrating the theme with the district curriculum. It is 
providing teachers with the professional development to implement the new curriculum, and 
giving teachers multiple opportunities to combine content areas, maintain relevance to student 
experiences, support social-emotional and academic learning through innovative use of the 
content, and provide resources and expertise within the community. 
 Human Resources should have teachers included in the magnet program's planning. 
Leaders should identify a conducive school culture and climate with teacher engagement and 
support that can help with a successful implementation. Communication, collaboration, and 
accountability are essential for magnet programming success; there must be clear and transparent 
communication from the initial planning periods and teachers should be educators capable of 
establishing a culture and climate based on collaboration, engaged, committed, hard-working, 
and receptive to multiple ways to support teachers' professional development. 
 Leadership must be a team effort with collaboration from the school, district, and 
community level. The leaders must consider the use of time, resources, professional 
development, and theme to guide the magnet mission and vision and the implementation and 
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sustainability in addition to taking a learning role with the teachers, communicate with 
transparency frequently, and regularly seek input on the current and future needs. Leaders must 
plan with long term success and sustainability in mind.  The magnet leadership team can 
accomplish this by proactively incorporating structures and processes that address teacher buy-
in, involvement, and engagement, effective professional development, specific positions and 
supports, and commitment to the school's mission and vision. 
 Diversity and equity strategies must be intentional and integral to the magnet school. 
Explicit policies should be in place to maximize diversity and equity goals. Strategies include 
researching and evaluating admissions procedures to establish the best fit for the district's needs, 
addressing transportation issues, and making them parent-friendly to avoid removing a choice 
based on transportation.  
 Shared ownership is a goal for establishing Family and Community Partnerships because 
of the support of a mutual goal.  Parent involvement enriches the educational experience for 
students and partnering with the community provides students with the real-world skills designed 
to enhance a theme integrated educational environment. The relationships built between the 
magnet school and the families must be rooted in respect, communication, transparency, 
engagement, respect, and trust that will enhance student learning and academic and social-
emotional development to create positive impacts on student attitudes and motivation. 
Community stakeholder's involvement in magnet programming can produce equitable learning 
opportunities and outcomes for students.  
 While implementing a magnet program is a complex task, the research brief has offered a 
starting point based on five essential elements of successful magnet schools. It is not an all-
encompassing handbook for magnet implementation. However, districts can use these 
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suggestions as a start and read more about successful magnet programs across the United States 
featured within the paper.  The primary purpose for this paper was aimed to be by building or 
district administrators to assess the key elements needed for successful magnet program 
implementation. The primary connection to the other two articles within this paper lies with the 
integration of essential elements and the main topics of the other articles.  A key takeaway is the 
concept of Research and Reach Out.  This was a phrase that I developed that is a main 
foundation throughout the three articles.  The case study for desegregation initiatives connects 
the research by looking at the implementation of magnet programs in comparison to other 
desegregation and integration policies within a single district.  It aligns with the element of 
addressing diversity and equity strategies within the development of the magnet school.  Since 
the foundation of the development of magnet schools lies within desegregation attempts, the 
importance of examining the true impact of magnet programming on school desegregation is 
essential as a guide for reflection on other districts historical efforts and challenges.  It suggests a 
reflection on the true impact of a magnet school on desegregation and integration.  The third 
article provides data that suggests a need to reach out to the teachers and principals that will be 
tasked with magnet program implementation to gauge the impact it will sustain on the building 
culture and climate.  This aligns with both human resources and leadership essential elements 
involving key stakeholders.  Essentially, the articles align by researching what has already taken 
place within magnet school implementation and reaching out to stakeholders in the early stages 





Case Study and Historical Analysis of Desegregation Policies in a Small Urban School 
District 
 While the legal history gives a broad overview of the federal government's need to 
mandate districts to act for desegregation policies and initiatives, the diverse and varied 
implementation programs can be as unique as each school district.  Only through an analysis of 
an individual district's history of desegregation efforts can a more comprehensive picture emerge 
of the steps to combat segregation and their impacts on school racial composition.  The third 
paper introduces Champaign Unit 4, a district in central Illinois that has engaged in various 
systems, policies, and programs to attempt to desegregate, and ideally integrate, its elementary 
schools.   
 School segregation continued through 1961 when Champaign was named the worst in 
housing segregation in the State of Illinois by the League of Women Voters (Rexroat, 1961).   
Despite the Brown v. Board of Education decision in 1954, Champaign still had a majority of all-
black and all-white schools operating. The few white students who lived in the traditional black 
"North End" were bused past their neighborhood schools to an all-white school (Potter, 2016). 
On the north end, Washington Elementary became a focal point for Champaign's desegregation 
efforts when it adopted a new curriculum and transitioned into the District's first magnet school 
for the arts in 1968. This initial magnet program was later dropped when Champaign moved to a 
controlled school of choice system. The magnet program would be reimagined for a STEM-
based theme in 2011. The District also reestablished attendance patterns, sending Black students 
from the North end to the traditionally white schools on the southern end of town (Wurth, 2011).  
 Although demographic data for the 1960s and 1970s are scarce, a demographic picture 
emerges with more formal data collection starting in 1987. The data show that the schools' racial 
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enrollment remained consistent with most white students continuing in the schools in the south 
end of the city and the black students maintained consistently in the central and northern end of 
the city schools.  There is minimal movement in the percentages of the students enrolled, but a 
large discrepancy in most white students' geographical location.  These percentages suggest that 
the students accessed their neighborhood schools during this time and aligned with the 
neighborhoods' demographical makeup in the North, Central, and Southern regions of the city. 
 In 1997, the District tried to address concerns that surfaced from Black community 
members about the enrollment practices and opportunities presented by the District to Black 
students by addressing these issues, complaints, and impending litigation with implementation of 
a choice-based, diversity-conscious enrollment plan, modeled after Cambridge, Massachusetts' 
"controlled choice" strategy (Willie, & Alves, 1996). Replacing the previous geographic zone-
based enrollment policy, the "controlled choice" plan provided families the opportunity to rank 
their school choices and assignment to schools. The data suggests that the Central and South 
schools maintained white students' predominance with some increase in black students in the 
South end schools.  However, when looking at the Central and North end schools after the nine 
years of the school choice model, a noticeable shift begins for black students towards the North 
end, increasing by 10% of the total student population.  These percentages prompted a critical 
period in the school district's history when a federal intervention was brought in to address 
inequities within the District for black students. 
        A decree that emerged after years of what plaintiffs and Judge McDade determine 
amounted to "indifference" and neglect on the part of the school district to take an active role in 
ensuring that black students had access to the same high-quality educational experience afforded 
white students. Therefore, McDade (2006) stated that the consent decree is a settlement 
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agreement to the submitted lawsuit.  After decades of dissatisfaction and lack of trust 
experienced by black students and parents, and the District's failed ability or desire to effectively 
deal with longstanding equity issues, the consent decree mandated significant changes. Presiding 
Judge McDade (2006) stated in the opening remarks of his decision that the District was found 
through the consent decree to have supported "the denial of the state and federal constitutional 
and statutory rights of Black students to equal educational opportunity." The District was now 
responsible for "eliminating racial discrimination in school assignments and educational equity 
issues" (p. 25).  
  Although the District had provided initiatives and policies that did offer success within 
the consent decree's expectations, enough for Judge McDade to accept as sufficient progress, 
those efforts were not necessarily reflected in the integration and desegregation data during the 
consent decree years. For the eight years that the district worked on meeting the expectations and 
demands of the consent decree, the District claimed to have improved school climate, graduation 
rates, and black student involvement in gifted education opportunities, and further claimed to 
have reduced the achievement gap between black and white students and achieved societal 
success by increased trust within the community (Woods, 2012). 
 Magnet initiatives started in 2009 when Champaign Unit 4 school district pursued 
desegregation efforts through the Magnet Schools Assistance Program, or MSAP, a grant from 
the U.S. government for the 2010-2011 and 2012-2013 school years.  The data suggests that the 
implementation of the magnet school programming did not produce the desired desegregation 
results. In 2017, the District tried again and applied for and received a Magnet School Assistance 
Program (MSAP) grant to convert two elementary schools into magnet schools, Garden Hills 
Mathematics and Engineering Leadership Academy and Stratton Academy of the Integrated 
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Arts, practically scraping the previous magnet initiatives. Although there is some movement in 
percentages, the data suggests similarities to the previous magnet school initiatives that showed 
little progress towards the desegregation of the North end schools through the expectations of the 
magnet school programming "draw" for families to make it their school of choice. 
 When examining the District over the various initiatives and time periods, there has been 
some desegregation progress geographically across the school district. However, the North end 
schools remain predominately black, and the South end school remains predominately white. In 
2019, the NAACP Champaign County Branch and the Champaign County Chapter of the ACLU 
of Illinois expressed their concerns in a letter sent to the district officials and called on them to 
address these issues.  The letter outlined that racial disparities continue to be a problem in 
Champaign Unit 4 Schools a full decade after the District was released from accountability under 
a federal court agreement meant to address racial segregation (ACLU, 2009). In June of 2020, 
The Champaign School Board members voted unanimously to pass a resolution declaring racism 
as a public health crisis. It outlines the school district's problems and addresses solutions on how 
to change the culture of inequity among black students. 
 The purpose of this article was to provide a case study of one school district and how the 
historical initiatives including bussing, controlled school choice, federal interventions, and 
magnet programming impacted desegregation and integration of black students within the 
district. A key takeaway is that in the featured district, magnet schools had a strong challenge 
overcoming residential geographic segregation.  The magnet school programming alone, 
suggested by the data, is not enough in this district to overcome the residential segregation 
influence. Rossell (2003) explains 
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 There appear to be three factors—demand, location, and structure—and the way in which 
 these factors interact in attracting whites to magnet schools that need to be 
 considered in creating magnet schools. Having a lot of magnet schools can be inefficient  
 from a desegregation standpoint because the magnets compete against each other, 
 dispersing the available whites among too many schools so that no school has enough  
 whites to attract more whites (p.23). 
Location is a suggested factor in the lack of success with the magnet schools on the North end of 
the city featured in the case study. In addition, all magnet programs are in the same geographical 
end of town supporting the "competition" mentioned by Rossell (2003) existing for white 
students to integrate.  Also, there are no magnet programs on the South end of the city, which is a 
predominately white population, in attempts to attract black students.  More research on 
residential shifts and geographic segregation's impact on school demographics would bring more 
details on the impact of magnet programs to desegregate schools.  However, when using this 
article in integration with the others in the paper, it would suggest more research on the district 
considering the magnet implementation and their current and historical desegregation efforts.  A 
key recommendation would also be to reach out to black community organizations and leaders to 
gain their perspective and input on the magnet location and implementation. 
 Although the case study addresses student demographics and the need for diversity, this 
is an area that has not been overtly addressed by the District regarding teacher and staff diversity. 
Increasing the diversity of the teaching force in Champaign, and working with all races to 
address implicit bias, could help more students of color in the District find teachers who provide 
substantial academic and social support. Ayscue et al. (2017) suggests,  
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 Just as certain types of integration models may be more or less appropriate in different 
 geographical areas, the types of community engagement techniques and tools you use 
 will depend on local context. In areas where court-ordered desegregation was particularly 
 difficult, you may need to take extra steps to create an environment of trust and open 
 communication before a productive conversation about how to move forward can begin 
 (p.30). 
In addition, the black and white communities in Champaign also report quite a different school 
climate perception.  School climate surveys conducted in 2000 and 2009 indicate that black 
educators, students, and parents consistently had more negative perceptions of school climate 
than their white peers and that their perceptions of school climate did not change much over that 
period of time (Sun, L & Royal, K, 2009). Champaign Unit 4 will likely need to focus on more 
on the issues of both student and staff diversity as well as the perception and impact on school 
climate including the demographic elements and impacts to ensure more equitable outcomes for 
students of color and low-income students in the District.  
  
Satisfaction, Preparedness, and Implementation: Teacher Culture and Climate in 
 Magnet School Conversions 
 The final article addresses teachers’ perspectives on magnet policy implementation at two 
different elementary schools in a small, urban, Midwestern district. It is an empirical 
investigation of teacher involvement and satisfaction in magnet programming as their schools go 
through the magnet conversion process.  When a school becomes a magnet, there is often a 
significant restructuring of curriculum and staff expectations (Rossell, 2005). This article 
analyzed teachers’ perspectives on the implementation of magnet school programming at two 
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elementary schools that transitioned from traditional schools to magnet schools. From the same 
district, both schools share historical challenges of minority group isolation and low academic 
achievement. One, Mathematics and Engineering Leadership Academy (MELA), adopted a 
science theme, and the other, the Academy of the Integrated Arts (AIA), selected an arts theme 
(all names are pseudonyms). The study looks at teachers’ perspectives on culture and climate in 
an educational environment over two years, the year prior to magnet implementation, and the 
first year of the new magnet program. 
 Data were analyzed by looking at specific survey items related to the research questions 
for the study. Survey items included levels of involvement, amount of satisfaction, and 
perceptions of preparation for the implementation of the magnet programming and curriculum.  
Since the level of satisfaction with a new policy implementation indicates the mood or attitudes 
of the teachers (Blackman, 2016), nine key questions were identified that measured the level of 
satisfaction for various aspects of the magnet program and its implementation.  Overall, the 
findings suggest that although the level of involvement increased from Planning Year One to 
Implementation Year Two, the level of satisfaction with elements of the implementation 
decreased. In addition, while more teachers reported feeling more prepared for implementing the 
magnet initiatives, there was consistent decrease in satisfaction with the magnet programming on 
both campuses These findings suggest that the theme of the magnet was not a considerable 
influence on the teacher’s perceptions of the implementation.  
 This study has implications for teachers, building administration, and district 
administration.  For teachers, data imply that more involvement does not, equate to higher 
satisfaction.  While these findings are not generalizable, this pattern is worth noting.  With 
magnet programming, there comes a higher expectation for teacher involvement in developing 
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curriculum, professional development, and increased collaboration (Slavit, Nelson, & Lesseig, 
2016). So, although there is an increase in the percentages of teacher involvement, there is no 
indication of whether that is a result of the required expectations or a result of teachers fully 
supporting the magnet theme. 
 For building administration, understanding that involvement and satisfaction are not 
linked is critical. Principals should engage in efforts to understand teachers’ satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction with the magnet theme so that they can work to raise teachers’ satisfaction with 
the process of implementation.  Leithwood (2006) suggests: 
 Leadership emerged as one of the most important working conditions for teachers, with 
 significant effects on teachers' most internal states. Furthermore, research into working 
 conditions identified quite specific leadership practices that contribute positively to 
 teachers' feelings, as well as to their performance in the school and classroom (p.85). 
At the district level, the district magnet staff should be mindful of teachers’ involvement and 
satisfaction with magnet programming, and how that connects to the culture and climate of each 
building.  Since the district level works with different buildings and different themes, it is vital 
that each building is assessed through the lens of its adopted theme. The district staff must be 
able to support teachers in all content areas as they learn about and integrate the theme into their 
instruction.  The data suggests at these two schools, that while the level of involvement in the 
process increased, the satisfaction with the implementation decreased.   
 The purpose of this study was to focus on the importance of culture and climate in the 
implementation of policies, reform, and curriculum changes when a school converts into a 
magnet school with a specialized theme.  This article connects with the other two articles in the 
paper by analyzing the impact of human resources and leadership on magnet programming 
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through the lens of the effect on culture and climate, which is essentially developed by the 
teachers and leaders tasked with implementation. Cohen et al. (2009) explains,  
  Educational policy shapes practice. It is most important that school climate be evaluated 
 in an ongoing manner with measurement tools that have been developed in a 
 scientifically sound manner.  By definition, school climate or social, emotional, ethical, 
 and academic school improvement is necessarily a community-wide effort: students, 
 parents, and school personnel learning and working together (p.205). 
Despite the limitations of the small sample, these findings support the literature on policy 
implementation in that culture and climate is an essential element that must be included, 
assessed, evaluated, and planned for long term reform.   
 Culture and climate have a strong influence over academic success, so it suggests that 
understanding the educational environment and creating formative measures for assessing the 
culture and climate would also impact the academic success of the initiative.  Suggestions for 
further research have been made throughout the study, but in summary, one set a survey data 
does not paint a complete culture and climate picture.  Only by comparing the quantitative data 
with qualitative data through a mixed-methods approach can you fully understand the 
motivations, perceptions, opinions, and beliefs of the educators who are instrumental and 
essential for the success of not only implementation of a magnet program but all types of 
educational reform. 
Advantages of the Three Article Dissertation 
 The three-article dissertation has been established to provide three journal worthy articles 
based around one primary theme.  It is intended to be a more useful development of knowledge 
around an educational topic that can be directly applied to the educator's practice. Contrary to the 
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traditional dissertation, Thomas et al. (2016) proposes an alternative research writing project for 
doctoral students that focuses on publication-based writings that are characterized as a lengthy, 
scholarly document that includes multiple published or publication-ready research articles. 
According to Baggs (2011), the basics of this type of dissertation most commonly contains an 
introduction, three chapters in the form of articles that are of publishable quality, meaning that 
they are ready or have already been submitted to a peer reviewed/refereed journal, and a 
conclusion.  
 Doctoral students are expected to demonstrate that they can develop a research agenda 
and publish scholarly/peer-reviewed articles. The three-article approach is one way in which a 
student could have strong experience in developing such writings. There are additional 
advantages for student who opt to engage in this type of dissertation. Finch et al. (2016) clarifies: 
 First, since the three-article dissertation by its nature requires several different research  
 projects, writers may be able to publish articles from their dissertation work faster and  
 more prolifically than traditional dissertation writers, who engage in a single time-
 consuming research project. Secondly, since three article dissertation writers can publish 
 faster and more prolifically, they are able to enter their fields better established and more 
 prepared to compete in fields requiring professional publications (p. 276). 
Francis et al. (2009) suggests that engaging in developing this type of dissertation allows 
students to practice producing research articles of the sort they will be expected to publish in 
their future careers. Particularly in a field such as education, it is important that the type of 
doctoral writing enhances both the skills and the practice of the writer.  The three paper 
dissertation addresses both by promoting the skills and experience for publishable writing within 
the educational arena and it also provides experience to explore several aspects of one particular 
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topic, thereby becoming more knowledgeable in that area and produce more viable writings for 
practitioners.  Each of the papers within this dissertation reflects an area of importance to review 
when implementing a magnet school policy and curriculum and reflect an overall view of some 
critical components to consider when evaluating the potential for adoption of these models.   
 On a personal level, this type of dissertation was most helpful when looking at magnet 
schools from a practitioner perspective.  Not only did it help me understand multiple components 
to the creation and sustainability of magnet school programming, it also gave me experience 
writing in three different genres that are all useful within my educational career.  For educators, I 
believe this is an excellent choice for a dissertation.  It provides a more rounded knowledge on a 
broader topic, and it prepares me for the types of writing and research that I will be continuing in 
the future.   
Three Article Integration 
  The three articles each highlight a specific component to magnet school policies 
and implementations that must be considered before a magnet program is adopted into a school 
district.  One of the benefits of a three-article dissertation is to provide research and analysis on 
multiple facets of the same topic providing a more practical use for the individual papers as well 
as the dissertation as a whole.  
  In each of the summaries I provided here, connections were made within the three 
articles with a link to the key phrase Research and Reach Out, identified in the first article.  At 
the school district level, the foundation of any policy implementation, and specifically magnet 
school programming, must be based on proactive efforts to research what has and has not been 
successful in other districts, as well as research the current local educational climate.  There must 
also be a sustained effort to reach out to all stakeholders including staff, students, families, 
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leadership, and the community.  Ideally, the three articles would be used as reference for similar 
size and demographical districts in the early stages of magnet school development.  Each of the 
topics presented in the individual articles could lend itself to a more traditional dissertation but 
combined they provide a useful overview that can be referenced by school districts during 
consideration for magnet programming implementation.  By using the guide of the Research and 
Reach Out tenets, they each highlight an important area that must be addressed, but when they 
are combined, they give a clear roadmap that can guide the development of magnet school 
programming. 
Conclusion 
  In conclusion, the papers included within this dissertation highlight three different, yet 
important, facets of magnet programming implementation.  In addition, they are written in three 
distinctive forms of writing including a quantitative analysis, research brief, and case study. The 
purpose is to provide a reference for practical use when deciding upon policies for the 
implementation and sustainability of magnet school programming within a school district.  Each 
provides a focus area including the effects on culture and climate, essential elements, and 
desegregation initiatives.  Although each paper can be used in isolation, combined they represent 
a detailed look into the nonacademic effects and considerations for the development, 
implementation, and sustainability of magnet school programs and initiatives. 
 Magnet programming initiatives are not an easy fix for integration.  Even the existence of 
exemplar curriculum, innovative strategies, and strong stakeholder involvement may not bring 
about the desegregation efforts expected.  However, when approaching the implementation of 
magnet initiatives within a building or district, it is important to explore all of the benefits and 
challenges that can impact the success of the program including the impact on the educational 
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culture and climate, the geographical influences for integrated enrollment, and the elements that 
have shown success in other programs.  The articles in this paper are a good reference point for 
districts to examine the efforts of others, what has worked and what has been more challenging, 
and how to be proactive in preparation to ensure the magnet program has the support to truly 
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